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ABSTRACT
Previous studies in family interaction have been con­
cerned with the effect of geographic distance as a variable 
in establishing patterns of visiting between married couples 
and their kin. The results have been conflicting and this 
study of a sample of married student couples at Louisiana 
State University has been an attempt to investigate further 
this dimension of interaction.
Analysis of variance and the Chi-Square test for two 
independent samples were employed in the analysis of the data, 
which involved the comparison of husbands and wives.
While most other studies have used "interaction" to 
refer to visiting, this study attempted to broaden the term 
to include telephoning and exchange of letters, since very 
little work had been done in this area.
In the study, an attempt was made to investigate the 
relationship between geographic distance separating married 
student couples from their parents and the interaction which 
took place. Interaction with specified other relatives was 
also included.
It was hypothesized that married student couples would 
live closer to the wife's parents and interact more fre­
quently with them. This was not substantiated, but it was 
found instead that couples lived equidistant from both sets 
of parents. There was also no difference in the frequency 
with which they visited their parents.
Wives exchanged letters more frequently with their own 
mothers and talked over the telephone more with their own 
mothers than husbands did in either case with their own 
mothers. Wives also exchanged letters more with their own 
siblings, aunts, uncles and cousins than husbands did with 
their own siblings, aunts, uncles and cousins.
One further finding involved the case in which the 
married student couple lived closer to the husband's 
parents. Here, visiting with the husband's parents was 
more frequent than visiting with the wife's parents, and 
the frequency of letter exchange between the wife and her 
mother was found to increase substantially.
With reference to financial aid it was learned that 
the married student couples received financial aid from both 
sets of parents with the same frequency.
Also studied was the influence of religion on inter­
action with the parents, and no significant differences were
found between Protestants and Catholics.
In addition, comparisons made between wives who 
were employed outside the home and wives who were not 
employed outside the home revealed no significant difference 
in their interaction patterns.
Pinally, the influence of three other variables; the 
occupation of the father of each spouse, the annual income 
of the parents of each spouse, and the population of the town 
in which the parents of each spouse resided were studied.
The results indicated that neither the occupation of the 
father, nor the annual income of the parents was as signi­
ficant in influencing interaction as was the population of 
the town in which the parents lived.
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
The writer is especially indebted to Professor Perry
H. Howard for advice and criticism which greatly helped to 
make this study possible.
Special appreciation is also expressed to the late 
Dr. Waifrid J. Jokinen, Professors Vernon J. Parenton and 
George L. Wilber of the Department of Sociology. The 
author wishes to extend gratitude to Professor Alvin L. 
Bertrand and Dr. Vera K. Andreasen for their courtesy and 
willingness to serve on the committee depleted by Professor 
Jokinen's death and Professor Wilber's movement to another 
University.
Gratitude is also extended to Dr. Miles Richardson 
in the Department of Anthropology, Mr. Neil Paterson in the 
Department of Sociology and to Joe Novack for his 
assistance.
Finally, the writer is indebted to his wife, Ettie, 
for her patience and assistance during this endeavor.
ii
TABLE OF CONTENTS
Page
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS........................................  ii
LIST OF T A B L E S ........................................  V
Chapter
I. INTRODUCTION.................................... 1
The S e t t i n g ...............................  1
Statement of the P r o b l e m .................. 2
Justification of the Problem . . . . . . .  4
Definitions of Terms... ....................  5
Review of Literature ......................  6
a. Function of Residence .............  6
b. The Modern Nuclear Family Unit. . . 10
c. Historical Perspectives of the
Nuclear Family ....................  13
d. Industrialization and the Nuclear
Fami l y .............................  18
e. Role Relations as a Function of
Residence........................... 21
f. Geographic Mobility . .............  25
iii
Chapter Page
g. Aid to Married Children..............  28
h. Influence of Females and Maternal
Relatives on Kin Interaction . . . .  29
i. Kinship Studies in England . . . . .  31
j. Religion.............................. 32
k. S u m m a r y .............................. 33
II. DESIGN AND A N A L Y S I S ..........................  36
Introduction .................................  36
Source and Nature of the D a t a .............  36
Sampling Procedure ........................  40
Statistical Techniques Used in the
Analysis of the D a t a ......................  41
Limitations of the S t u d y .................. 42
Analysis of the D a t a ......................  43
Introduction...............................  43
H y p o t h e s e s ...............................  45
Notational System ........................  50
Analysis.................................... 50
III. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND SOME IMPLICATIONS
FOR FUTURE RESEARCH............................ 115
BIBLIOGRAPHY.............................   124
APPENDIX A - ANALYSIS OF VAR I A N C E ....................  129
APPENDIX B - THE RESEARCH I N S T R U M E N T ................ 146
V I T A ...................................................  154
iv
LIST OF TABLES
Table Page
I. Distance from His (Her) Own Parents for
Each Louisiana State University Married 
Student Spouse (Frequencies).................. 51
II. Visitation with Their Parents of Each
Louisiana State University Married Student
Couple (Frequencies)........................... 52
III. Distance from Siblings for Each Louisiana
State University Married Student Spouse 
(Frequencies) .................................  52
IV. Visitation of Each Louisiana State Univer­
sity Married Student Spouse with His (Her)
Own Siblings (Frequencies)....................  53
V. Mean Frequency of Visitation of Each
Louisiana State University Married Student
Spouse with the Indicated Relatives ......... 54
VI . Mean Frequency of Exchange of Letters
Between Each Louisiana State University
Married Student Spouse with the Indicated
R e l a t i v e s ...................................... 55
VII. Mean Frequency of Telephone Conversations
Between Each Louisiana State University 
Married Student Spouse with the Indicated 
R e l a t i v e s ...........   56
VIII. Distance Separating Each Louisiana State
University Married Student Spouse from 
Each of Their P a r e n t s ........................  57
v
Table Page
IX. Visitation of Each Louisiana State Univer­
sity Harried Student Spouse with Each of 
Their Parents.................................... 57
X. Each Louisiana State University Married
Student Spouse Talking Over the Telephone with
His (Her) Own Father- I n - L a w .................. 58
XI. Each Louisiana State University Student Spouse 
Talking Over the Telephone with His (Her)
Own M o t h e r - I n - L a w .............................  59
XII. Each Louisiana State University Married
Student Spouse Talking Over the Telephone
with His (Her) Own F a t h e r ....................  60
XIII. Each Louisiana State University Married
Student Spouse Talking Over the Telephone
with His (Her) Own M o t h e r ....................  61
XIV. Each Louisiana State University Married
Student Spouse Exchanging Letters with His
(Her) Own M o t h e r ...............................  62
XV. Each Louisiana State University Married
Student Spouse Exchanging Letters with His
(Her) Own Father .............................  63
XVI. Each Louisiana State University Married Stu­
dent Spouse Visiting with His (Her) Own >
P a r e n t s ........................................  64
XVII. Each Louisiana State University Married Stu­
dent Visiting with His (Her) Own Siblings . . 65
XVIII. Each Louisiana State University Married Stu­
dent Spouse Visiting with His (Her) Own
Aunts............................................  66
vi
Table Page
XIX. Each Louisiana State University Married
Student Spouse Visiting with His (Her) Own
Uncles..........................    67
XX. Each Louisiana State University Married Stu­
dent Spouse Visiting with His (Her) Own 
Co u s i n s ........................................  67
XXI. Each Louisiana State University Married Stu­
dent Spouse Talking Over the Telephone with 
His (Her) Own F a t h e r .................  68
XXII. Each Louisiana State University Married Stu­
dent Spouse Talking Over the Telephone with 
His (Her) Own M o t h e r .................  69
XXIII. Each Louisiana state University Married Stu­
dent Spouse Talking Over the Telephone with 
His (Her) Own Aunts, Uncles, Cousins . . . .  70
XXIV. Each Louisiana State University Married Stu­
dent Spouse Exchanging Letters with His 
(Her) Own Mother ..........  . . . . . . . .  71
XXV. Each Louisiana State University Married Stu­
dent Spouse Exchanging Letters with His 
(Her) Own F a t h e r .............................  72
XXVI. Each Louisiana State University Married Stu­
dent Spouse Exchanging Letters with His 
(Her) Own S i b l i n g s ...........................  73
XXVII. Each Louisiana State University Married Stu­
dent Spouse Exchanging Letters with His 
(Her) Own Aunts, Uncles, and Cousins...........  74
XXVIII. The Visitation of Each Louisiana State Uni­
versity Married Student Couple with Each of 
Their P arents................................. 76
vii
Table Page
XXIX. Each Louisiana State University Married Stu­
dent Spouse Talking Over the Telephone with 
His (Her) Own Mother......................  77
XXX. Each Louisiana State University Married Stu­
dent Spouse Talking Over the Telephone with 
His (Her) Own F a t h e r ........................... 78
XXXI. Each Louisiana State University Married Stu­
dent Spouse Exchanging Letters with His 
(Her) Own F a t h e r ...............................  79
XXXII. Each Louisiana state University Married Stu­
dent Spouse Exchanging Letters with His 
(Her) Own M o t h e r ...............................  80
XXXIII. Distance of Each Louisiana State University 
Married Student Spouse from His (Her) Own 
Parents and Its Relationship to Financial 
A i d ............................................... 81
XXXIV. Observed Frequency of Distance Between
Each Louisiana State University Married Stu­
dent Spouse and the Occupation of His (Her)
Own F a t h e r ...................................... 83
XXXV. Observed Frequency of Visitation of Each
Louisiana State University Married Student
Spouse with His (Her) Own Father and the
Occupation of His (Her) Own F a t h e r ............ 85
XXXVI. Observed Frequency of Letter Exchange Be­
tween Each Louisiana State University 
Married Student Spouse and His (Her) Own 
Father with the Occupation of His (Her)
Own F a t h e r ...................................... 86
XXXVII. Observed Frequency of Telephone Conversations 
Between Each Louisiana State University Mar­
ried Student Spouse and His (Her) Own Father 
with the Occupation of His (Her) Own Father . . 87
viii
Table
XXXVIII.
XXXIX.
XL.
XLI.
XLII.
XLIII.
XLIV.
Observed Frequency of Distance Between Each 
Louisiana State University Married student 
Spouse and His (Her) Own Parents with the 
Annual Income of His (Her) Own Parents.........
Observed Frequency of Visitation Between Each 
Louisiana State University Married Student 
Spouse and His (Her) Own Parents with the 
Annual Income of His (Her) Own Parents.........
Observed Frequency of Letter Exchange Between 
Each Louisiana State University Married Stu­
dent Spouse and His (Her) Own Mother with the 
Annual Income of His (Her) Own Parents . . . .
Observed Frequency of Letter Exchange Between 
Each Louisiana State University Married Stu­
dent Spouse and His (Her) Own Father with the 
Annual Income of His (Her) Own Parents . . . .
Observed Frequency of Telephone Conversations 
Between Each Louisiana State University Mar­
ried Student Spouse and His (Her) Own Father 
with the Annual Income of His (Her) Own 
Parents ...................................... .
Observed Frequency of Telephone Conversations 
Between Each Louisiana State University Mar­
ried Student Spouse and His (Her) Own Mother 
with the Annual Income of His (Her) Own 
Parents ........................................
Observed Frequency of Distance Separating Each 
Louisiana State University Married Student 
Spouse from His (Her) Own Parents with the 
Size of the Town in Which His (Her) Own 
Parents Live ....................................
Table Page
XLV. Observed Frequency of Size of Town in Which 
the Parents of Each Louisiana State Univer­
sity Harried Student Spouse Live and the 
Frequency of Visitation with His (Her) Own 
Parents.........................................  96
XLVI. Observed Frequency of Size of Town in Which 
the Parents of Each Louisiana State Univer­
sity Harried Student Spouse Live with the 
Letter Exchange Between Each Spouse and His 
(Her) Own H o t h e r ..............................  97
XLVII. Observed Frequency of Size of Town in Which 
the Parents of Each Louisiana State Univer­
sity Harried Student Spouse Live with the 
Letter Exchange Between Each Spouse and His 
(Her) Own F a t h e r ..............................  98
XLVIII. Observed Frequency of Size of Town in Which 
the Parents of Each Louisiana State Univer­
sity Harried Student Spouse Live with the 
Telephone Conversations Between Each Spouse 
and His (Her) Own Father......................... 99
XLIX. Observed Frequency cf Size of Town in Which 
the Parents of Each Louisiana State Univer­
sity Harried Student Spouse Live with the 
Telephone Conversations Between Each Spouse 
and His (Her) Own H o t h e r ........................  100
L. Observed Frequency of Religion of Each
Married Student Wife and the Visiting with
Her Own Parents................................  104
LI. Observed Frequency of Religion of Each Mar­
ried Student Husband and the Visiting with 
His Own P a r e n t s ................................  105
LII. Observed Frequency of Religion of Each Mar­
ried Student Wife and the Letter Exchange
with Her Own F a t h e r ............................  106
x
Table Page
LIII. Observed Frequency of Religion of Each Mar­
ried Student Husband and the Letter Exchange 
with His Own Father............................... 107
LIV. Observed Frequency of Religion of Each Mar­
ried Student Wife and the Letter Exchange 
with Her Own M o t h e r ............................. 108
LV. Observed Frequency of Religion of Each Mar­
ried Student Husband and the Letter Exchange 
with His Own M o t h e r .......................   . 109
LVI. Observed Frequency of Religion of Each Mar­
ried Student Wife and the Telephone Conversa­
tions with Her Own M o t h e r ...................... 110
LVII. Observed Frequency of Religion of Each Mar­
ried Student Husband and the Telephone Con­
versations with His Own M o t h e r ...................Ill
LVIII. Observed Frequency of Religion of Each Mar­
ried Student Wife and the Telephone Con­
versations with Her Own Father...................112
LIX. Observed Frequency of Religion of Each Mar­
ried Student Husband and the Telephone Con­
versations with His Own Father...................113
xi
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF LITERATURE
I . THE SETTING
It is almost axiomatic in Sociology that the family 
occupies a central position among social institutions and 
is affected by any change which takes place in a society. 
According to George Murdock it is in respect to residence 
that social change most obviously manifests itself because 
of the modification of relationships between family members 
(Murdock, 1949, p. 202). Residence patterns between married 
children and their parents along with the interaction 
factors (visiting, phoning, writing, etc.) represent an 
important area for the study of changes in the family and 
perhaps for social change in general.
Social change is probably the least understood of all 
social phenomena and this lack of understanding of the pro­
cess of change has relevance to family studies (Goode, 1964, 
p. 104). One of the main tasks of sociology involves the 
analysis of those factors in family processes which facili­
tate or respond to changes in the society as a whole. Most 
of what has been called theories of family change are 
assertations that changes in the family have been shaped or 
caused by a single factor such as race, climate, or tech­
nology (Goode, 1964, p. 104). Regardless of which of these
2factors, if any, are primary, it is well known among social 
scientists that changes in the family structure are ac­
companied by changes in the rules of residence between 
parents and their married children.
II. STATEMENT OP THE PROBLEM
Although a few studies have been made of the geo­
graphic distance separating young married couples from 
their parents, and the interaction patterns (visiting, 
exchanging favors) subsequent to this separation; the 
writer feels that the married university student is a 
special case which warrants separate investigation.* In 
the studies which have been done in the non-student popu­
lation. there has been conflicting evidence concerning 
the importance of geographic distance in its effect upon 
interaction. Farber and others maintain that geographic 
distance is not an important factor any longer because of 
modern transportation and communication (Farber, 1964, 
p. 268). Willmott, Young, and Bott, on the other hand, 
hold that geographic distance is an important factor in 
influencing interaction between married children and their 
parents.
The writer will attempt to show through this study that
*In all the studies surveyed by the writer, interaction 
has referred to visiting and exchanging favors.
the amount of interaction between married university students 
and their parents is related to the geographic distance which 
separates them. ” Interaction" in this study will refer not 
only to visiting but also writing, telephoning. With regard 
to letter writing and telephoning between married couples 
and their relatives, there is very little empirical evi­
dence (Adams, 1968, p. 45).
Since a review of the literature indicates the mother- 
daughter relationship is strongest, the writer believes that 
there will be a tendency for the married student couple to 
locate nearer the wife's parents. The married student at 
Louisiana State University will be used in this study. The 
reasons are, first of all, that the married university student 
is an almost perfect example of mobility - the concept which 
forms an important theoretical foundation in the analysis of 
family residence and interaction patterns. Secondly, a review 
of the literature has indicated that few studies of married 
university students in this context have been done.
One of the purposes of this study, is to analyze the 
relationship, if any, between geographic distance and its 
effects upon interaction. This will be accomplished by investi­
gating the geographic distance involved between married univer­
sity students and their parents. Secondly, an attempt will be 
made to study interaction such as visiting, letter writing, 
telephoning and financial aid from parents received by the
4married couple. It is to be noted that the primary concern 
will be with the parents of the married university students; 
with selected relatives being used for comparison in some cases. 
Thirdly, such factors as the occupation of the father of each 
spouse*, the income of the parents of each spouse; and the 
population of the town in which the parents of each spouse 
reside will be studied with reference to distance and inter­
action patterns. Finally, an attempt will be made to study 
the variable of religion in its effect upon interaction 
patterns.
III. JUSTIFICATION OF THE PROBLEM 
In the United States today it might be suspected that 
two factors would have more direct influence in causing 
married couples to reside away from both parents. One of 
these factors is the emphasis on small family units, and the 
other is the mobility which is demanded by industrialization 
(Goode, 1964, p. 84). Because of the strong sentiments which 
an individual has for the town in which he was raised, the 
choice of location which every married couple must make is 
a matter of extensive concern (Titiev, 1959, p. 280).
"Professor Ralph Linton has urged cultural anthropologists 
to take pains to indicate the precise degree of isolation 
from a parental home that post marital residence entails, 
but unfortunately his advice has seldom been followed.*
•Edwards Scale
5(Titiev, 1959, p. 280). A review of the literature has indi­
cated that while some studies have recently been done in this 
area there are conflicting reports on the results and on the 
interpretation of the results. It is hoped that by studying 
a special segment of the population which reflects many of 
the values of American Society (mobility, professional com­
petence, material gain) it may be possible to learn about 
elements which might lead to a reinterpretation of past work 
in the area and possibly a new approach to future work, 
especially in regard to the possible importance of geographic 
distance as a variable in the process of interaction.
IV. DEFINITIONS OF TERMS
In this study; Patrilocal residence trends will refer 
to the case in which the husband and wife reside nearer to 
the husband's parents. Matrilocal residence trends will refer 
to the case in which the husband and wife reside nearer to 
the wife's parents (Queen, 1961, p. 12). Neolocal residence 
trends will refer to the case in which the husband and wife 
reside at an equal distance from both the husband's and the 
wife's parents, or distances greater than 1500 miles separate 
husband and wife from both of their parents. The nuclear 
family will refer to the unit formed by husband, wife and 
their offspring. The extended family will refer to the 
unit formed by two or more nuclear families affiliated 
through an extension of the parent-child relationship. An 
example of this would be a man and wife living with either
or both of their parents (Queen, 1961, p. 12). Rules of 
residence will refer to the location of the married couple 
with reference to each of their parents.
V. REVIEW OF LITERATURE
A. The Functions of Residence
Theoretically, there are three logical possibilities 
in family location patterns. The first is the case in which 
the married couple move near the location of the husband's 
parents. This is called patrilocal residence. The second 
involves the case in which the married couple move near the 
location of the wife's parents. This is called matrilocal 
residence. The final case is one in which an independent 
household is maintained by the married couple relatively 
far away from either the husband's parents or the wife's 
parents. This is called neolocal residence.
The incest taboos found in all societies in addition 
to the requirement of cohabitation in marriage, invariably 
result in a change of residence whenever a marriage takes 
place (Murdock, 1949, p. 16). Husband and wife cannot both 
remain with their parents and at the same time establish a 
family of their own. Either the husband must move, or the 
wife must move, or they both must move (Murdock, 1949, p.16).
Nearly all societies recognize both the nuclear and the
extended family systems, tut most will place greater emphasis 
on either one or the other. The United States and the Eskimo 
cultures are oriented toward the nuclear system, while the 
Nayar of India are exclusively committed to the extended 
family system (Linton, 1936, p. 163). If the extended 
family system is present, the husband and wife will natu­
rally locate close to one of the two families. The degree 
of isolation from one's own family is an important element 
in the analysis of rules of residence.
Types of residence are related to other conditions in 
the social environment. Neolocal residence is favored by 
any situation which emphasizes the individual or the 
nuclear unit. Under polygamy the nuclear unit is somewhat 
minimized, therefore, polygamy will be associated with an 
extended family system and either matrilocal or patrilocal 
residence (Murdock, 1949, p. 203). Monogamy, on the other 
hand, will favor the nuclear family unit and neolocal 
residence. Further, there are certain factors which seem 
to promote monogamy, such as a sexual division of labor 
resulting in equal production on the part of both males and 
females; extensive poverty which prevents the purchase of 
women; and finally the presence of an ethical system which 
forbids polygamy. Individualism, manifested through the 
institution of private property or independent economic 
endeavors; overpopulation, or any other factors which
8necessitate migration, will be associated with the estab­
lishment of nuclear units (Murdock, 1949, p. 203).
In modern industrial society the nuclear family unit 
is gaining in importance largely because of the differenti­
ation of the social organization and the specialization of 
industrial functions (Rodman, 1965, p. 265). Also, the 
nuclear family unit is very compatible with a technological 
system that demands a relatively high degree of discipline. 
Evaluation of an individual is based upon his achievement 
at all levels of employment. With the lower level jobs 
there ia often little in the way of personal satisfaction, 
and the professional and creative areas, although granting 
more satisfaction, often have built in conflicts such as 
poorly defined standards of performance. In these social 
conditions the nuclear family with its emphasis on an 
emotional relationship serves the purpose of creating a 
little security and restoring the emotional health of an 
individual (Goode, 1963, p. 14). As we shall see later, 
the concept of romantic love, which forms the basis for the 
emotional attachment between husband and wife is associated 
with the isolated nuclear unit and with geographic mobility 
(Williams, 1963, p. 53) . Romantic love, it should be noted, 
is not confined to the west, but is almost world wide in 
some of its manifestations (Williams, 1963, p. 81).
As a result of the relative exclusion of kin groups
9from the decisions of the isolated nuclear unit, there is 
a reduction in the capacity to exercise social control over 
each other. This results in fewer pressures on a married 
couple to settle with or near their relatives (Goode, 1964, 
p. 52). Research after the Second World War has indicated 
that in most parts of the world there is a definite trend 
toward industrialization and the development of a dominant 
nuclear family system. With the industrial economy the 
individual is hired because of his technical competence 
resulting in his role obligations and his relationship with 
his job being oriented toward the demonstration of compe­
tence. The modern industrial enterprise requires not only 
competence, but the demonstration of willingness to move 
wherever and whenever one is needed. In this connection 
residence patterns are very important in the determination 
of the frequency of social interaction between married 
couples and their parents (Goode, 1964, p. 108).
Another factor to be considered is the fact that in 
an industrial society older people no longer control the 
main routes to social and economic advancement. The 
achievement of an individual in an occupation has replaced 
tho power of family politics in advancing a married couple. 
Under these conditions the married couple need not pay any 
excessive amount of attention to any relative outside of their
10
own nuclear unit (Goode, 1964, p. 109).
B. The Modern Nuclear Family Unit
The nuclear family unit of the United States is com­
posed of a husband and wife who are separated both econom­
ically and geographically from each of their parents (Parsons, 
1943, p. 27)- There is an advantage in this type of arrange­
ment in that there is a reduction of the status granting 
occupations to one member, which results in the reduction of 
conflict and a greater stability for the status of the family 
unit in a particular community (Parsons, 1943, p. 35). The 
isolation of the nuclear family unit also gives rise to 
strains; the first being separation from parents who are 
potential helpers, and the second being the conflict which 
develops as a result of the wife's role. In Western civili­
zation her role has been one of dependence upon the husband.
In the United States, however, the nature of marriage is 
based upon emotional attachment between adults rather than 
status and authority factors. Emotional attachment implies 
equality, while status factors imply dependency. The wife's 
role in the United States family involves elements of both 
(Parsons, 1943, p. 36).
Writing again in 1954 Parsons maintained that the 
United States family system is bilineal and nuclear with 
economic and geographic separation from both sets of parents 
(Parsons, 1954, p. 184). He later modifies this a little
11
by saying that although interaction and aid take place 
between the nuclear family and its larger kin group, that 
it is not significant from the standpoint of the maintenance 
of the nuclear unit (Sussman and Burchinal, 1962, p. 232).
It is Parsons’ idea, that the family of the United 
States has become isolated to the same degree that indus­
trial ization and role differentiation have increased. Its 
isolation is related to the expansion of all industrial 
societies which require high levels of mobility within the 
labor force (Christensen, 1964, p. 88). The isolation of 
the nuclear family is also related to the reward systems 
which emphasize achievement in occupations rather than the 
maintenance of family roles with their associated traditions. 
Extended family systems usually involve obligations such as 
exchanging goods and services, which often require that 
people remain in close contact for rather long periods of 
time. This has resulted in the restriction of the mobility 
of males, since they are frequently in control of property 
(Christensen, 1964, p. 89).
The extended family also interferes with occupational 
mobility by creating a situation in which there is usually 
a strong identification with the father. This guarantees 
the father his authority by virtue of his position within 
the family; and in the absence of modern technology, the 
sons follow in their father's occupation. This, in turn,
12
compounds the authority of the father by virtue of his 
superior technical knowledge (Christensen, 1964, p. 89). 
Dorian Sweetser contends that when males in the same kin 
group collaborate in a particular role, the solidarity 
between the nuclear family and the relatives of the men 
will be greater than that between the nuclear family and 
the relatives of the women. In order for this premise to 
be applicable, the men must live and work together as a 
producing unit. It does not apply in a situation where 
men simply follow the occupation of their fathers and go 
separately wherever they wish (Sweetser, 1966, p. 157).
Since industrialization greatly reduces the probability 
that the men will remain together, matrilineal ties 
between the kin become dominant. This point has theoret­
ical relevance to the writer's study.
The essence of the kinship network in modern society 
is found in the separation of economic and political fac­
tors from traditional ties characteristic of extended family 
groups. In many ways the modern nuclear family in the United 
States and other technically advanced countries has been 
relieved of certain problems which have been associated 
with extended family systems. For example, the conflict 
between nuclear family members and the rest of the kin has 
been reduced. Also, sibling conflict for recognition within 
the extended group has been almost eliminated. One of the
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most significant factors in the solution of some of these 
problems is the decline in the power of family property in 
comparison to the purchasing power which employment in an 
industrial society has permitted. Consumer credit, social 
security and other benefits have helped many nuclear families 
toward a higher order of independence (Christensen, 1964, 
p. 90).
C. H istorical Perspectives of the Nuclear Family
The nuclear family in Western Europe and the United 
States has been viewed by many scholars as a consequence of 
the industrial revolution. Durkheim, Simmel, Tonnies, and 
Mannheim supported the idea that the family of urban 
industrial society was a nuclear isolated unit which changes 
in relationship to the mobility created by the employment 
market. Max Weber in his "General Economic History" viewed 
changes in the family as a result of the industrial revolu­
tion (Sussman, and Burchinal, 1962, p. 231).
Ogburn and Nimkoff studies the historical conditions 
associated with the development of the nuclear family and 
postulated the appearance in chronological order, of the 
extended family, the stem family (in which one of the sons 
continues to live with the parents after marriage while 
the other siblings leave the family unit after they marry), 
and finally the nuclear family. Ogburn and Nimkoff main­
tained that the adoption of the machine created the demand
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for laborers Who could be more readily utilized living in 
cities rather than on farms. The factory had replaced the 
farm family as a unit of production (Greenfield. 1961. 
p. 315).
It has been suggested that the idea of the isolated 
nuclear family in the West comes from the writings of im­
migrants coming to work in the cities during the middle 
nineteenth century. The impersonal relations in the city 
compared to rural life, perhaps manifested itself in 
exaggerated feelings of isolation which were compounded 
by the work situation in which there was the feeling that 
every man had to be for himself alone with no ties to im­
pede his advancement (Sussman and Burchinal. 1962. p. 239).
Some writers have felt that the extent to which 
industrialization has affected the family is overemphasized, 
and that some of the so-called modern characteristics of the 
family in the united States may actually be very old 
(Furstenberg, 1966. p. 327). The data supporting this comes 
largely from historical accounts of foreign travellers who 
came to the United States between 1600 and 1850. Although 
these accounts lack the characteristics of scientific re­
search. perhaps even the biases and lack of method may be 
valuable in the analysis of marriage and family life in 
the United States during this period. It is to be noted, 
however, that most of these observations were of the middle
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class (Furstenberg, 1966, p. 32).
The first topic concerns mate selection which, according 
to the accounts, emphasized romantic love and, therefore, 
free choice of mate - a phenomenon usually associated with 
industrialization. Furstenberg holds to the idea that 
industrialization did not have much impact on the united 
States family prior to 1850 (Furstenberg, 1966, p. 328).
Also, even when it was required that the parents select 
mates for their children it was seldom taken very seriously 
by anyone. Perhaps it should have been taken a little more 
seriously for the freedom of choice did not always result in 
stable marriages, probably because pressures for early 
marriage resulted in inadequate preparation for marriage 
(Furstenberg, 1966, p. 331).
It was Puritanism which was in many ways responsible 
for much of the increased pressure for early marriages.
This is associated with the Puritan belief that fornication 
and prostitution were sins of the greatest magnitude. Mar­
riage was primarily a means to the salvation of the soul, 
a salvation which required the consent (the “will") of the 
individual (Christensen, 1964, p. 93). The early marriage 
of boys and girls was regarded as an act of courage rather 
than defiance of the parents, and indicated that their 
individuality was developed enough so that their own salva­
tion could be obtained. All of these factors aided in the
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creation of the isolated nuclear family in the United States 
(Christensen, 1964, p. 93).
There is not much agreement among the historical 
accounts as to the solidarity of the family unit in the 
United States in the period 1800-1850. Tocqueville be­
lieved that families had pretty close ties among the members, 
which he felt resulted from the lack of arbitrary patri­
archal authority in the family (Furstenberg, 1966, p. 333). 
This patriarchal structure which dominated western Europe 
was associated with feudalism and all of its moral and 
religious doctrines. The authority pattern went from king 
to landlord with strong emphasis placed upon fidelity in 
the marital relationship, especially on the part of the wife 
(Maclver, 1937, p. 210). Another factor involved in the sub­
jugation of women was that the occupational prestige heir- 
archy involved warriors, landowners, and clergy; occupations 
in which women were absent. The passage of time finally saw 
theso ideas decline, and the status of the patriarch began 
to decline with them. The legal structure of European 
society also began to change so that the state limited the 
power a man had over his family, that is, the courts decided 
issues which were once decided by the husband (Maclver, 1937, 
p. 210). Eventually, the power a husband had in choosing 
the mates of his children also began to decline. By the 
time the eighteenth century arrived, the concept of
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romantic love and its association with marriage became 
dominant (Maclver, 1937, p. 211).
It has been argued that neolocal residence and roman­
tic love fill the gap left by the disappearance of arranged 
marriages and provides cohesion for the married couple who 
are not pressured by their kin to maintain the marital 
relationship (Rosenblatt, 1967, p. 471). It could also be 
maintained that kin in those societies which are not neo­
local are a source of conflict which the married couple need 
to be insulated against. It would seem, therefore, that 
romantic love can serve the same purpose under different 
residential rules, that is, providing cohesion between hus­
band and wife (Rosenblatt, 1967, p. 472).
We must now return to the historical accounts of 
marriage and family life in the United States during the 
period 1800-1850 with the significant observation concerning 
the permissiveness in which children were raised. Many 
European observers were astounded at the power that the 
children had in the families, which would indicate that the 
great respect for parental authority assumed to have existed 
at this time is mostly myth (Furstenberg, 1966, p. 335).
From these accounts it can be seen that mate selection and 
parent-child relations of this period have some features 
which are familiar to us today (Furstenberg, 1966, p. 337).
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D. Industrialization and The Nuclear Familyi
The relationship between industrialization and the 
formation of the nuclear family has recently been questioned 
using data from an analysis of m o d e m  Japan. It has been 
concluded that the stem family (several hundred years old 
in Japan) is very well adapted to the industrial economy 
of japan and the extended family does not have to disappear 
in industrial societies any more than it has to exist in 
non industrial societies. For example, in Barbados it is 
agreed that there is not much industry, yet the nuclear 
family is present there (Greenfield, 1961, p. 317). Green­
field states that there is no reason to believe that the 
presence of industry is responsible for the development of 
the nuclear family. As a matter of fact, it is Goode's 
hypothesis (to be taken up shortly) that the family struc­
ture may have an independent and facilitating effect upon 
the shift toward industrialization. Greenfield further 
states that any relationship found between the nuclear 
family and industrialization in Europe or the United States 
probably results from the presence of the nuclear family in 
these places prior to the industrial revolution (Greenfield, 
1961, p. 322) . The influence of Puritanism in the United 
States, which was prior to the impact of the industrial 
revolution on the family, would seem to vindicate this 
argument.
For his example of the independent and facilitating 
effect that the family system may have had upon the shift 
toward industrialization, Goode uses the differential 
success between Japan and China when they each attempted 
to industrialize during the late nineteenth and early 
twentieth centuries. In the Chinese family system all the 
sons shared equally in the inheritance of property with the 
result that family wealth could not become concentrated in 
the hands of one person, which served to inhibit decision 
making with regard to uses of money and property. In Japan, 
on the other hand, the oldest son usually inherited all of 
the property with the result that investment decisions were 
more easily made (Goode, 1964, p. 115). Another aspect 
which impeded the capacity of the Chinese to develop wealth, 
was the fact that Chinese society, While permitting social 
mobility, held the businessman in relatively low esteem.
The elite of Chinese Society were landowners and academic 
people. Under these conditions, the wisest course of action 
for the individual Chinese was to attempt to develop finan­
cially through business ventures and if successful, get out 
of business. The wealth obtained could then be used to 
purchase land or perhaps prepare his sons for an academic 
career (Goode, 1964, p. 115).
All of these factors meant that there was little or no 
accumulation of technical knowledge in combination with
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financial power among wealthy Chinese families. The Japanese 
merchant, on the other hand, continued to pursue financial 
success which he was able to combine effectively with techno­
logical knowledge and development. The incentive to do this 
probably came from the fact that he had little or no chance 
to go from business to the upper social levels. This appli­
cation of wealth and technical capacity by the Japanese was 
the prime element in their industrial development (Goode, 
1964, p. 115).
Although there have been exaggerations noted in the 
description of the differences between pre-industrial and 
the modern United States family, there are some general 
observations concerning changes in the western family with­
in the past one hundred years which have been statistically 
supported by sociologists. First of all, the family has 
ceased to function as a major economic unit. Secondly, the 
protective function of the family has been reduced by the 
presence of fire departments, health departments, etc. 
Thirdly, the educational function of the family has been re­
duced by the presence of schools. Fourthly, many of the re­
creational functions of the family have been replaced by the 
increase in public and private recreational facilities, and 
finally, there has been a general decline in the emphasis 
placed on religion in the home (Paris, 1967, p. 105).
We have seen that Durkheim, Weber, Parsons, and others
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have described the nuclear family of industrial societies as 
an isolated unit. To this list of sociologists we can also 
add Louis wirth, who back in 1938 began m o d e m  urban studies 
which have set the tone for others which have been going on 
for the past ten or fifteen years. According to Wirth, the 
social organization of the city is based upon secondary 
relationships in which the individual does not identify 
himself with any particular group. The nuclear family unit 
is separated from the rest of the kinship group whose systems 
of primary relationships no longer exist in the city (Van 
Den Berghe, 1965, p. 107). The separation of the nuclear 
family from the other kin, according to Wirth, allows the 
individual to pursue his own interests without interference 
either from parents or siblings.
E . Role Relations as a Function of Residence
Until the late 1940's and early 1950's the isolation 
of the nuclear family unit was accepted without much attempt 
to empirically verify it (Sussman and Burchinal, 1962, p.232). 
Since then there has been considerable debate concerning the 
amount of interaction between family members. Parsons was 
critized on the grounds that his analysis was not empirical 
and that it was confined to the middle class (Bott, 1957, 
p. 115). Some students have disagreed with the assumption 
that the demand for occupational specialization forces the 
family to be geographically mobile and independent of the
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rest of the kin on the grounds that the modern worker can 
find employment to fit his capacities within any urban area 
of reasonable size (Haller, 1961, p. 622).
Studies made by Su b aman and others within the past 
decade have shown that the majority of people in the United 
States maintain close social relationships with their parents 
after they, themselves, are married. However, the amount of 
interaction between married children and their relatives is 
not the same in all levels of society. In Britain (Willmott 
and Young, 1960) and the United States (Sussman, 1960) the 
ties between married couples and their parents are most im­
portant in lower and working class groups and much less im­
portant in middle class and professional groups (udry, 1966, 
p. 379). "Every investigation of kinship ties in the United 
States has shown that the mother and daughter associations 
constitute the core around which most contacts with rela­
tives are organized" (Udry, 1966, p. 379). Mother and 
daughter relationships are more important among the working 
class, but even in the middle class this relationship is 
likely to be the focal point for the family ties. Studies 
made by willmott and Young in England have indicated that 
children moving to different status levels after leaving 
home have not maintained contacts with their parents. How­
ever, the mother and daughter relationship has not been 
attenuated to the same degree as the relationship between
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mothers and ions, Whether thii ii generally true for the 
United Stitei hsi not been investigated, but the results of 
& recent study in a Southern United States city indicate 
that it is not true (Udry, 1966, p. 380). Before the writer 
goes on to make statements about England which might have 
relevance for the United States, it is well to justify the 
similarities with reference to two of the more important 
characteristics of kinship, shared by England and the United 
States, First of all, the nuclear family is not required to 
maintain relations with the rest of the kin (Sweetser, 1964, 
p. 140). Secondly, courtesies and responsibilities to adult 
kin are distributed equally to all relatives of the same 
category of kinship, For example, a family is not required 
to interact more with paternal than maternal grandparents, 
or to favor aunts over uncles, Also, any obligations that 
exist among the bin group are usually minimal (Sweetser,
1964, p. HI).
h recent study by Mams showed that when the children 
advanced in social status, there were no substantial altera­
tions in the relationships with their parents, Sons who 
moved to lower status levels in relationships to their 
parents maintained contacts with their parents: daughters, 
however, who married below the status level of their parents 
experienced a substantial reduction in the contacts with 
their parents (Udry, 1966, p. 380).
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A very important element in the social interaction 
between parents and married children is the geographic dis­
tance which separates them, Often these distances make it 
difficult to maintain intimate ties, tut contact is usually 
maintained through letters, phone calls, and visiting, The 
number of married couples, however, who live in the lime 
house with their parents is very small (Udry, 1966, p. 382).
So far what has been given is a small survey of some 
of the studies which have relevance to interaction among 
kin. Nov we shall concern ourselves with a more detailed 
treatment of some of these and other studies which have 
attempted to shed light upon kinship interaction,
Sussman's research in Cleveland, Ohio, in 19S6 in­
dicated that practically all families {10096 of the middle 
class and 92.5% of the working class) were involved in 
giving seme type of assistance within one month preceding 
the interview (Sussman, 1963, p, 50), This aid was between 
kin who lived reasonably close to one another, M  of the 
working class and 45)6 of the middle class had relatives 
living in the same neighborhood. Kith regard to parents 
and children, more financial aid was exchanged among the 
middle class than among the working class, probably because 
the middle class family is in a better position to give 
economic aid. The direction of the financial aid was 
usually from parents to children (Sussman, 1963, p. 51),
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While there is a difference in the total amount of financial 
aid given by the middle class and the working class, there 
is no significant difference in the percentage of working 
class or middle class families who report giving or receiving 
financial aid (Sussman, 1968, p. 78). Also, parents and 
married children living in the same neighborhood visited 
frequently, with differences between the middle class and 
working class being insignificant (Sussman, 1963, p. 51).
_F. Geographic Mobility
With regard to geographic mobility, it has been 
thought that the marriage of offspring separates them from 
their parents both in terms of residence (neolocal) and in 
terms of mutual responsibility toward each other (Sussman, 
1953, p. 22). Actually there is an extensive network of 
aid exchange between parents and married children; the aid 
going from the parents to the children. The parents in 
Sussman's study were middle class, white, Protestant, and 
they wanted to help their married children to reach an 
equal status level with them, or a higher one (Sussman,
1953, p. 27). The only request the parents of the married 
couples made for themselves was to be included in some of 
the activities of their married children, especially those 
involving the grandchildren. With regard to financial aid, 
most of the parents stated that they neither expected nor
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would accept financial aid front their children (Sussman, 1953, 
p. 23). Incidentally, the financial aid which the parents 
gave to their married children was not just for emergencies, 
but covered such cases as obtaining an education or starting 
a business (Sussman, 1962, p. 239).
Bott has found that physical closeness among kin does 
not necessarily result in interaction, but it is difficult 
for members of a family to maintain relationships with kin 
who live far away (Bott, 1957, p. 128). Whether Bott uses 
the terms "interaction" and "relationships" to refer to 
visiting, or to cover such things as writing and telephoning 
is not made clear.
Litwak, in a supplement to his paper "Occupational 
Mobility and Extended Family Cohesion" found that family 
relationships are not inhibited by geographic mobility 
(Litwak, 1960, p. 386). There are two statements which to 
Litwak give credibility to the idea that relations between 
the nuclear family and the other kin are inconsistent with 
geographic mobility. The first is that When people are very 
close emotionally to their kin, they will be reluctant to 
accept employment which forces them to move away, and second, 
financially it is very difficult to move a large family group. 
Litwak found that geographic distance did not reduce the 
tendency for an individual to maintain an emotional orienta­
tion to his larger kin group (Litwak, 1960, p. 389). He
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also found that strong identification with relatives did not 
prevent people from taking jobs which required them to move 
away (Litwak, 1960, p. 390). In general, the evidence sup­
ports the idea that the relationships in the kin group do 
not offer resistance to geographic mobility and that when 
people are separated from their kin, their emotional attach­
ments are not attenuated. Those who were upwardly mobile 
were more likely to move away from their kin, but they 
maintained contact with them (Litwak, 1960, p. 394).
Sussman, in another study, found that geographic 
distance separating married couples from their parents is 
associated with other variables, particularly parental 
approval of the marriage (Sussman, 1954, p. 116). If the 
parents are satisfied with their child's choice of mate, 
they often want the married couple to live near by so that 
joint activities and the sharing of grandchildren can be 
enjoyed by the parents of the married couple. Sussman makes 
it clear, however, that the husband's employment is probably 
the primary factor in establishing residence patterns (Sussman, 
1954, p. 118).
In another study involving geographic distance, a sample 
of middle class people were selected from the Boston area, in 
order to study the frequency of interaction of families with 
their kin (Reiss, 1962, p. 333). There was little difference 
between husbands and wives when it came to frequency of
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visiting either set of kin people. Also, the closer the kin 
relationship the higher was the frequency of visiting, when 
geographic distance was held constant (Reiss, 1962, P. 334). 
These findings are contrary to the results of other studies 
which report that wives are more kin oriented than husbands. 
Reiss has attempted what might be described as a law of 
kinship interaction which might be stated that the frequency 
of interaction between a nuclear family and the other kin 
varies inversely as the distance separating them (Farber,
1964, p. 203). If this statement is true, then geographic 
distance becomes the only independent variable in kinship 
interaction. Farber feels that with the development of 
modern means of travel and communication the distance factor 
is losing its relevance as a variable in kinship interaction 
(Farber, 1964, p. 268). The writer will investigate this 
statement empirically.
G- &i£ to Married Children
Before 1950 only a few studies dealt with the subject 
of aid to married children. In this paper by Sussman and 
Burchinal the term "aid" is limited to financial assistance 
in the form of cash, gifts, or services. Their study at 
Iowa State University in 1956 found that 13% of a sample of 
married students received financial help from parents (Sussman 
and Burchinal, 1962, p. 320). By way of contrast a study by 
Rogers reported that 60% of married college students received
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parental subsidies.*
In a study of married students at the University of 
Arizona (58-59) it was found that the total number of parents 
Who contributed to the income of the student was approxi­
mately equal to the number of working wives (Christopherson, 
Vandiver and Krueger, I960, p. 126). In no case was it 
found that a married couple received all of their support 
from parents. Financial help which ranged from 5% to 80%
of the total income of each of the married student families
occurred in 38% of the total families studied. Only 14% of 
the married students indicated that they would go to a non- 
parental source in the event of a severe need for aid 
(Christopherson, Vandiver, and Krueger, 1960, p. 127).
A significant finding by Adams was that financial aid 
diminished as the marriage progressed and was not affected 
by geographic distance (Adams, 1964, p. 327).
H . influence of Females and Maternal Relatives on Kin
Interaction
Gray and Smith tested the hypothesis that wives have 
greater attachment to their parents than husbands have for 
their parents. Their premise was that although the divi­
sion of labor in the United States requires the husband 
to spend his time away from home-oriented activities, this
*Everett M. Rogers MThe effect of Campus Marriages 
on Participation in College Life,N College and University. 
34 (Winter 58) p. 195.
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was not a relevant factor in explaining differential kinship 
interaction patterns between husbands and wives. They hypo­
thesized that fully employed married women will still 
maintain more attachment to their kin than their employed 
husbands will to their kin. The husbands and wives in the 
study lived at approximately the same distance from each of 
their parents (Gray and Smith, I960, p. 36). The wives, 
more often than their husbands, said they were lonesome 
for their parents; and when it came to visiting the parents, 
the wives did this with greater frequency than their hus­
bands (Gray and Smith, 1960, p. 37). These results indicate 
that the employment factor was not a relevant one and 
help to substantiate Komarovsky's hypothesis that girls are 
more attached to their families than are men to theirs, 
because girls are more protected and allowed fewer inde­
pendent activities than boys (Sussman, 1968, p. 258).
This greater parental attachment of females may be a 
factor in explaining the results of a study made of a sample 
of students at a private mid-western university designed to 
test the hypothesis that the nuclear family places an em­
phasis in relations with maternal relatives. It was found 
that there was a tendency to feel closer to ones maternal 
relatives, than ones paternal relatives (Robins and Thmanec, 
1962, p. 343). In the writers view, these results might re­
flect the relative strength of the mother-daughter relationship.
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i- Kinship Studies in England
As was indicated previously, some very interesting 
research on kinship has come from England within the past 
decade or so. The first to be considered will be those of 
Willmott and Young which were concerned primarily with the 
working class (non business or professional) in a district of 
London. In almost all of the cases the husband or wife had 
parents living within two or three miles of them (Willmott 
and Young, 1957, p. 21). Most of the couples lived closer 
to the wife's parents than to the husband's parents and over 
50% of the wives haul seen their mothers within 24 hours 
prior to the interview (Willmott and Young, 1957, p. 30).
The mothers helped their daughters in many ways, but es­
pecially with caring for the children (Willmott and Young, 
1957, p. 36). Husbands had more contact with their wives* 
families than with their own (Willmott and Young, 1957, p.50). 
Willmott and Young concluded that the key factor in kinship 
interaction is geographic distance (Willmott and Young,
1957, p. 93).
They next studied what happened when married couples 
moved away from the district, the moves being about twenty 
miles away. When the interaction patterns of those who 
moved were compared with the interaction patterns of those 
who did not, there was no significant difference in fre­
quency of contact between mothers and daughters (willmott 
and Young, 1957, p. 101). Willmott and Young, like Adams
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attribute this to role convergence between mother end daughter.
Bott also made a study of London families in «Aiich she 
found that the families who maintained the most contact with 
their kin were working class families and that husbands who 
were professional or semiprofessional had the least contact 
with kin. However, there were working class families Who 
had very little contact with relatives and professional 
families who had frequent contacts with relatives (Bott,
1957, p. 122). She also found that people were less inti­
mate with relatives who lived far away, and that people 
tended to be less intimate with distant relatives than with 
closer ones. She finally concluded that behavior toward kin 
is a function of three factors (1) Economic ties (2) geo­
graphic distance separating the nuclear family from other 
kin and (3) distance of the relationship. In all of the 
families studied by Bott, kinship ties wsre maintained 
mostly by the woman, with the mother and daughter relation­
ship the most important. As far as the importance of kin 
goes, Bott's studies concluded that as far as the married 
couples were concerned, parents wsre moat important, fol­
lowed by siblings, uncles, aunts, and cousinsi in that order 
(Bott, 1957, p. 131).
One variable which has received very little attention 
in studies of family interaction is that of religion. In
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a study of an upper middle class suburb it was found that 
Jewish families are more interaction prone with their kin 
than are Christian families. This was explained by the fact 
that Jews have been involved in occupations which require 
less geographic mobility than Christians, which has resulted 
in more of an opportunity for Jews to develop close family 
relationships. Winch and Greer take note of the fact that 
close family relationship might have also operated to re­
duce migration (Winch and Greer, 1968, p. 43). Among 
Christians, the study revealed that Catholics are a little 
more family oriented than are Protestants.
&• Summary
To summarize briefly, it is clearly evident that 
residence patterns are related to other conditions in the 
social environment. Neolocal residence is favored by any 
situation which emphasises the individual or the nuclear 
unit. M o d e m  industrial societies usually have a nuclear 
family organization characterized by neolocal residence.
This type of arrangement is gaining in importance largely 
because of the specialization and mobility demanded by in­
dustrial society. This means that kin people are relatively 
excluded from the decisions of the mobile nuclear family 
which has a greater degree of independence from kin groups. 
Some of this independence has resulted from the implementa­
tion of social security programs, consumer credit, and other
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programs of economic welfare.
This relative isolation has led many to believe that 
even social relationships between married couples and their 
parents are infrequent. Many studies made of social relation­
ships between relatives in the United States (and England) 
within the past decade have indicated that close social 
relationships are maintained with parents after people, 
themselves, are married. The mother daughter relationship 
in all social classes seems to be the core around which most 
contacts are organized. Empirical evidence indicates that 
the degree of kin relationship influences the degree of 
interpersonal involvement. Parents are the most important 
followed by siblings, aunts, uncles, and cousins.
It is also believed that females are more involved in 
family interaction than are males. As far as the effect of 
occupational mobility on kinship relations is concerned, the 
evidence is conflicting. Some maintain that upwardly mobile 
persons keep only infrequent shallow ties with kin groups. 
Other authors, particularly Willmott and Young, maintain that 
social mobility has no marked influence except as it is re­
lated to geographic mobility. A recent study by Adams showed 
that when the children advanced in social status, there was 
no substantial change in their relationship with their parents.
Geographic distance appears to be the key to frequent 
interaction (Willmott and Young, 1957, p. 184i and Robins & 
Tomanec, 1962, p. 344); but even this must be qualified by
recognizing the other factors which are involved. Proximity 
permits tout does not inevitably result in interaction (Adams, 
1968, p. 59): and geographic distance does not necessarily 
impede interactions through letters and phone calls. Very 
little study has been done on the use of phone calls and 
letters between kin (Adams, 1968, p. 45)
CHAPTER IX
DESIGN AND ANALYSIS 
INTRODUCTION
The purpose of this chapter will be to: describe the 
source and nature of the data employed in the study; to 
discuss the sampling methods; to define certain terms; to 
introduce the statistical procedures; to discuss limitations 
of the study; and to analyze the data.
I. SOURCE AND NATURE OF THE DATA
The source of the data were students who reside with 
their wives at the married student housing units of Louisiana 
State University. If either the male or the female of a 
household was either non-white or a foreigner they were ex­
cluded, since interest was focused on residence patterns 
among white, United States citizens.
Students at the Louisiana State University married 
student housing units were selected largely because of their 
accessibility, and as will be discussed later, it was felt 
that they were reasonably representative of the white mar­
ried student couple population of United States citizenship
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who attend Louisiana State University.*
Although this study did not inquire about the age of 
the married student couples, personal observation and con­
versation with many of the residents allowed the writer to 
assume, within limits, that the sample represented couples 
within the twenty-one through thirty age bracket. There 
was no reason to believe that the few cases which might have 
occurred on either side of this interval would influence the 
results to a significant degree.
Design of the Study. The independent variable in 
this study was the geographic distance which separated a 
husband and wife from each of their parents, and the de­
pendent variable was the interaction with parents expressed 
as visiting, telephoning, and letter writing.
Each husband and wife was asked to indicate on the 
questionnaire the geographic distance interval separating 
the respondent from the parental residence. Each question­
naire provided a space for the appropriate check to be made.
Each mileage interval, beginning with fifty to one hundred 
miles, had a fifty mile differential until the four hundred 
to five hundred mile interval was reachedt at which time the 
differential became one hundred miles, the reason being that 
fifty miles was thought to be small enough to pick up differences
*ln this study, the student or non student status of 
the wife was irrelevant.
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in this specified interval, and yet large enough that errors 
in judgment on the part of the respondent would not reduce 
the significance of the findings, in other words, the 
specified differential was large enough so that the accuracy 
of the response would not be affected, and yet it was not so 
large that differences would be undetected.
As we approached four hundred miles and over, the fifty 
mile differential became less capable of picking up differ­
ences; therefore, a one hundred mile differential was chosen 
and remained the differentiation factor up to seven hundred 
miles. Beyond seven hundred miles, the one hundred mile 
differential was less effective in picking up differences, 
and as a consequence, three hundred and five hundred mile 
differentials were used up to the end point of greater than 
fifteen hundred miles.
The respondents were also asked to indicate the amount 
of visiting, telephoning, and letter exchanging which was 
participated in with each specified relative, except the 
siblings, aunts, uncles, and cousins of the spouse.
Information was also gathered on the following: Occu­
pation of the spouse's father, the annual income of the 
spouse's parents, the religion of each spouse, the population 
of the town in which the parents of each spouse reside, and 
the frequency with which the married student couple received
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financial aid from either set of parents.
Although the hypotheses which were tested involved the 
primacy of the distance factor in interaction, information 
was gathered on other variables to see the degree of 
association between them.
All of the above information, with the exception of the 
religion variable* was analyzed by computer with reference 
to the hypothesis that there was a tendency for married 
student couples to be matrilocal in their residence patterns, 
that is, locate nearer to the wife's parents than to the 
husband's parents; and subsequently interact more with the 
wife's parents than the husband's parents. In association 
with the interaction of the married student couple with the 
wife's parents, was the more frequent receipt of financial 
aid from the wife's parents. That is, geographic closeness 
results in more interaction which involves more frequent 
receipt of financial aid. Residence nearer the husband's 
parents was termed patrilocal residence and was hypothe­
sized to be associated with more interaction with the hus­
band 's parents.
Finally, the hypothesis that wives interact more with 
their own kin than husbands do with their own kin was analyzed 
in the same manner as the others, that is, by computer.
♦Analyzed by calculator
XI. SAMPLING PROCEDURE
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The sampling procedure involved the random selection 
of one hundred married student couples at the married stu­
dent housing units of Louisiana State University. The 
process involved the choosing of two apartments in suc­
cession and skipping the third; then repeating this proce­
dure until all of the questionnaires had been distributed. 
In the event that a selected apartment was composed of at 
least one factor of exclusion on the part of either hus­
band or wife, then the next apartment was selected and the 
cycle was repeated again.
The questionnaires were left with the respondents 
and picked up usually within twenty-four hours. This was 
justified, in the writer's view, on the grounds that the 
objective nature of the data made interviewing unnecessary.
As to the representativeness of the sample; the turn­
over rates which occur primarily at the end of each semes­
ter; and the waiting lists (first come, first serve basis) 
allowed the writer to conclude that those married student 
couples who resided at the married student housing units 
were there because they happened to get in.
Given these conditions it was assumed that there was 
a fairly good chance that the married students who resided 
at these units were representative of all the married stu­
dent couples at Louisiana State university, and statistical
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inferences were made upon this basis.
III. STATISTICAL TECHNIQUES USED IN THE 
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
Two methods of analysis were used, the criterion of 
selection in each case being a consideration of specific 
capability for each test under the given conditions.
In this study, distance was assumed to be interval 
and continuous data, but treated in a categorical manner 
in order to facilitate coding the questionnaire.
Secondly, all frequencies of interaction were considered 
ordinal data.
With the above considerations, along with the ran­
domization procedure described previously, it was felt that 
the Randomized Block Design Analysis of Variance (Two 
Way Classification) was appropriate.
This design offered the further advantages of 
(1) making possible the pairing of the husbands and each 
of their wives and (2) compensating for the variation between 
couples.
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The F ratio of the mean square for Sex divided by 
the Mean Square for error tested for the differences 
between the Sexes# that is# the differences between 
husbands and wives.*
The same principle applied to the F ratio for 
couples. If the ratio of the mean square for couples 
divided by the mean square for error is significant, it 
means that a significant source of variation (coupleB) was 
removed by selecting the Randomized Block Design rather 
than the Completely Randomized Design, In this study the 
only ratio calculated involved the Sex factor, since com­
parisons were made between husbands and wives.
All other variables treated in association with 
interaction were considered to have the criteria that 
permitted the Chi-Square test for independent samples 
(frequency categories; at least nominal data).
IV. LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY
The first source of error involved the inclusion 
of an excessive number of categories for the distance
*The F test is a one tail test.
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variable. If the study were to be done again, fewer 
intervals would be provided so that the statistical tests 
would be better able to detect differences.
Secondly, it is to be expected that some sampling 
variability will enter any sampling process regardless of 
the precautions taken. However, since comparisons were 
made on the difference between two elements (husband and 
wife) per observation; the analysis of variance reduced 
the effect of these variations.
In this study, the probability of a Type I error 
was increased because of some heterogeneity in the sample, 
but this was not believed to be a major problem.
Finally, there were errors which were the result 
of influence from such sources as bias in the sample 
selection, and human error in the coding and processing 
of the questionnaire.
It is rarely possible that research ideals and 
the realities of the actual research situation are in per­
fect correspondence, but every reasonable effort was made 
to prevent a complete divergence of ideals and practice.
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V. ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
A. Introduction
This section will include the hypotheses which were 
tested, the notational system used, and the analysis of 
the data.
The analysis of variance was used to test if there 
was a significant relationship between geographic dis- 
tance separating the married student couples from each of 
their parents and the amount of visiting, telephoning and 
letter writing which took place. Interaction with sib­
lings, aunts, uncles, and cousins was studied in a similar 
manner. Another aspect studied by the analysis of vari­
ance method was the frequency of aid received by the 
married student couple from each of their parents.
The influence of the religious factor on inter­
action (visiting, telephoning, letter writing) with 
parents was studied by means of the Chi-Square test for 
two independent samples. Cross tabulations involving the 
occupation of the father of each spouse, the annual income 
of each of the spouse’s parents, and the population of the 
town in which each of the spouse's parents live with in­
teraction patterns were done with the Chi-Square test.
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In studying interaction with non-parental kin, 
the distance factor was not considered.
B. Hypotheses
The following hypotheses were tested: I. Married
student couples will tend to live closer to the wife's 
parents (matrilocality) and interact more frequently with 
them.
Sub Hypothesis 1: The married student couple will
visit more with the wife's parents.
Sub Hypothesis 2: The married student couple
will have more telephone conversations with the wife's 
parents.
Sub Hypothesis 3: The married student couple
will exchange letters more frequently with the wife's 
parents.
Hypothesis II. In all cases, wives will interact 
more with their own kin than husbands will with their own 
kin.
Sub Hypothesis 1: Wives will visit more with
their own kin than husbands will with their own kin.
Sub Hypothesis 2: Wives will have more telephone
conversations with their own kin than husbands will with 
their own kin.
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Sub Hypothesis 3: Wives will exchange letters
more frequently with their own kin than husbands will with 
their own kin.
Hypothesis III. In those cases where the married 
student couple live closer to the husband's parents, they 
will interact more frequently with the husband's parents 
than with the wife's parents.
Sub Hypothesis 1: The married student couple will
visit more with the husband's parents than with the wife's 
parents.
Sub Hypothesis 2: The married student couple will
have more telephone conversations with the husband's 
parents than with the wife's parents.
Sub Hypothesis 3: The married student couple
will exchange letters more frequently with the husband's 
parents than with the wife's parents.
Hypothesis IV. The married student couple will 
receive financial aid more frequently from the parents 
who are geographically closer to them.
Hypothesis V. The occupation of each spouse's own 
father will not be significantly related to the geographic 
distance between them.
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Hypothesis VI. The occupation of each spouse's 
own father will not be significantly related to the inter­
action frequency between them.
Sub Hypothesis 1: The occupation of each spouse's
own father will not be significantly related to the 
frequency of visitation between them.
Sub Hypothesis 2: The occupation of each spouse 1s
own father will not be significantly related to the 
frequency with which letters are exchanged between them.
Sub Hypothesis 3: The occupation of each spouse's
own father will not be significantly related to the 
frequency with which telephone conversations take place 
between them.
Hypothesis VII. The annual income of each spouse's 
own parents will not be significantly related to the geo­
graphic distance between them.
Hypothesis VIII. The annual income of each spouse's 
own parents will not be significantly related to the 
interaction frequency between them.
Sub Hypothesis 1: The annual income of each
spouse's own parents will not be significantly related to 
the frequency of visitation between them.
48
Sub Hypothesis 2: The annual income of each
spouse*s own parents will not be significantly related to 
the frequency with which letters are exchanged between 
each spouse and his (her) own mother.
Sub Hypothesis 3: The annual income of each spouse's
own parents will net be significantly related to the 
frequency with which letters are exchanged between each 
spouse and his (her) own father.
Sub Hypothesis 4: The annual income of each
spouse's own parents will not be significantly related to 
the frequency with which telephone conversations take 
place between each spouse and his (her) own father.
Sub Hypothesis 5: The annual income of each
spouse's own parents will not be significantly related to 
the frequency with which telephone conversations take 
place between each spouse and his (her) own mother.
Hypothesis IX. The size of the town in which the 
parents of each spouse live will not be significantly re­
lated to the geographic distance between them.
Hypothesis X. The size of the town in which the 
parents of each spouse live will not be significantly re­
lated to the interaction frequency between them.
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Sub Hypothesis li The size of the town in which 
the parents of each spouse live will not be significantly 
related to the frequency of visitation between them.
Sub Hypothesis 2: The size of the town in which
the parents of each spouse live will not be significantly 
related to the frequency with which letters are exchanged 
between each spouse and his (her) own mother.
Sub Hypothesis 3: The size of the town in which
the parents of each spouse live will not be significantly 
related to the frequency with which letters are exchanged 
between each spouse and his (her) own father.
Sub Hypothesis 4: The size of the town in which
the parents of each spouse live will not be significantly 
related to the frequency with which telephone conversa­
tions take place between each spouse and his (her) own 
father.
Sub Hypothesis 5: The size of the town in which
the parents of each spouse live will not be significantly 
related to the frequency with which telephone conversa­
tions take place between each spouse and his (her) own 
mother.
These hypotheses will be presented in the text at 
the appropriate place.
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C. Notations! System
In order to facilitate the reading of the tables,
the following notation was employed in this study:
(A) *- Significant at the .05 level
**- Significant at the .01 level
N.S.- Not statistically significant
(B) Codes for mileage (Distance from Parents and 
Siblings)
Same town or area = 1 350-400 miles = 9
25-50 miles =s 2 400-500 miles O 10
50-100 miles = 3 500-600 miles - 11
100-150 miles = 4 600-700 miles ■ 12
150-200 miles = 5 700-1000 miles = 13
200-250 miles a 6 1000-1500 miles 14
250-300 miles = 7 greater than
300-350 miles = 8 1500 miles * 15
(C) Codes for frequency of interaction
N e v e r .................................1
Less than once a year
(or special occasions) ...........  2
Once a y e a r .......................... 3
Several times a y e a r ............... 4
Once a month or m o r e ............... 5
Once a week or more ............... 6
D. Analysis
Distance: As previously stated, distance is a con­
tinuous variable, and the table to follow gives the fre­
quencies for the husband and wife with regard to the 
distance separating each from his (her) parents.
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TABLE 1
DISTANCE FROM HIS (HER) OWN PARENTS FOR EACH 
LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED 
STUDENT SPOUSE (FREQUENCIES)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
Hus­
band 19 2 17 9 7 7 3 3 2 2 4 1 2 10 9
Wife 14 2 24 9 4 6 6 4 2 3 3 1 5 9 7
Mean N
Hus­
band 6.3 95
Wife 6.4 95
We can see from Table I that on an average the 
husband and wife of each household live equidistant from 
each of their parents (approximately 200-250 miles).
Table II gives the frequency of visitation by the
married student couple with each of their parents.
Table II indicates that on an average the husband
and wife of each family visit each set of parents with
approximately the same frequency, that is, a little more 
than several times a year.
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TABLE II
VISITATION WITH THEIR PARENTS OF EACH 
LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED 
STUDENT COUPLE (FREQUENCIES)
Never
Less Than 
Once a 
Year
Once
a
Year
Several 
times 
a Year
Once a 
Month 
or More
Husband* s 
Parents 1 6 8 34 34
Wife 1s 
Parents 0 2 12 37 35
Once a 
Week 
or More Mean N
Husband* s 
Parents 13 4.3 96
Wife * s 
Parents 14 4.5 100
Table III gives the frequencies indicated by the 
husband and wife with reference to the distance separating 
each of them from his (her) own brothers and sisters.
TABLE III
DISTANCE FROM SIBLINGS FOR EACH LOUISIANA 
STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT 
SPOUSE (FREQUENCIES)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 N
Hus­
band 25 1 12 6 5 6 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 7 7 89
Wife 17 5 14 5 1 4 4 2 4 6 3 3 4 6 10 89
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Table IV gives the frequency of visitation for the 
husband and wife with his (her) own siblings.
TABLE IV
VISITATION OF EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY 
MARRIED STUDENT SPOUSE WITH HIS (HER) OWN 
SIBLINGS (FREQUENCIES)
Never
Less Than 
Once a 
Year
Once Several 
a times 
Year a Year
Once a 
Month 
or More
Husband 1 5 7 35 25
Wife 1 3 17 28 26
Once a 
Week 
or More Mean N
Husband 16 3.49 89
Wife 13 3.70 89
From the above table it can be seen that the wife 
visits a little more, on an average, with her siblings than 
the husband does with his siblings.
Table V gives the Mean frequency with which the 
husband and wife visit with their own relatives (other than 
parents and siblings).
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TABLE V
MEAN FREQUENCY OF VISITATION OF EACH LOUISIANA 
STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT SPOUSE 
WITH THE INDICATED RELATIVES
Aunts Uncles Cousins
Husband 3.24 3.19 3.15
Wife 3.47 3.36 3.26
Table V shows that in each case the wife has a 
slightly higher Mean frequency of visitation with her aunts, 
uncles, and cousins than the husband has with his aunts, 
uncles, and cousins.
The following table gives the Mean frequency with 
which the husband and wife exchange letters* with their own 
relatives.
*This means writing and/or receiving letters.
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TABLE VI
MEAN FREQUENCY OF EXCHANGE OF LETTERS BETWEEN 
EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED 
STUDENT SPOUSE WITH THE 
INDICATED RELATIVES
Mother Father Siblings
Aunts, Uncles 
& Cousins
Husband 3.66 2.38 2.56 1.93
Wife 4.51 2.67 3.31 2.36
From the results of the above table, it is noted 
that on the basis of mean values, wives exchange letters 
more frequently with their own relatives them husbands do 
with their own relatives.
Finally, Table VII reports on the Mean frequency 
with which the husband and wife talk over the telephone 
with their own relatives.
From the mean frequencies of interaction obtained 
so far there seems to be evidence that wives are more in­
volved with their own kin than husbands are with their own 
kin. The test of hypotheses which follow will place this 
trend under closer analysis.
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TABLE VIZ
MEAN FREQUENCY OF TELEPHONE CONVERSATIONS BETWEEN 
EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED 
STUDENT SPOUSE WITH THE INDICATED 
RELATIVES
Father
Father
in-Law Mother
Mother
in-Law Siblings
Aunts, Uncles 
and Cousins
Hus­
band 4. 39 3.70 4.64 4.16 3.49 2.49
Wife 4.42 3.55 4.99 4. 52 3.70 2.42
The following tables will be concerned with the
testing of the hypotheses by means of the Analysis of 
Variance.
Hypothesis I: Married student couples will tend
to live closer to the wife's parents and interact more 
frequently with them.
The F value obtained in Table VIII allows the con­
clusion that there is no significant difference in the 
distances separating husband and wife from each of their 
parents. Therefore, the matrilocal trend hypothesised in 
Hypothesis I is not substantiated.
Sub Hypothesis 1: The married student couple will
visit more with the wife's parents.
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ANOV TABLE VIII
DISTANCE SEPARATING EACH LOUISIANA STATE 
UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT SPOUSE 
FROM EACH OF THEIR PARENTS
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Freedom Squares Square F
Source
Total 191 4427.91
o
•
o
Couples 95 3812.91 40.14
Sex 1 .0208
CMO•
.003N.S
Error 95 614.97 6.47
T?=Mean sauare (Sex) .02 = •0031,95 Nat96
Mean square (Error) 6.47
ANOV TABLE IX
VISITATION OF EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY 
MARRIED STUDENT SPOUSE WITH EACH OF 
THEIR PARENTS
Degrees of 
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Square F
Source
Total 191 195.47 o • o
Couples 95 154.47 1.62
Sex 1 .75 .75
Error 95 40.25 .42
p_Mean square (Sex _ ' -1 . 76 N-96
Mean square (Error) .42 1,95
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The F value In Table IX indicates that we fail to 
reject HQ concerning differences in visiting husband's 
and wife's parents and conclude that husbands and wives 
visit each of their parents with equal frequency.
Sub Hypothesis 2: The married student couple will
have more telephone conversations with the wife's parents.
ANOV TABLE X
EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT
SPOUSE TALKING OVER THE TELEPHONE WITH HIS
(HER) OWN FATHER-IN-LAW
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Freedom Squares Square F
Source
Total 161 459.77
o•o
Couples 80 316.77 3.95
Sex 1 .88 . 88
.49N.S.
Error 80 142.11 1.78
Mean square (Sex) = .88 _ .49, N»8180Mean square (Error) 1.78 ±f
The above results indicate that husband and wife do 
not differ significantly in the frequency with which they 
have telephone conversations with their father-in-law.
59
ANOV TABLE XI
EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY STUDENT SPOUSE
TALKING OVER THE TELEPHONE WITH HIS (HER)
OWN MOTHER-IN-LAW
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Freedom Squares Square F
Source
Total 187 372.21 0.0
Couples 93 228.21 2.45
Sex 1 6.14 6.14
4.15*
Error 93 137.85 1.48
F_ Mean square (Sex) 6.14 _ 4.15lt93 N*94Mean square (Error) 1.48
The F value obtained in Table XI indicates that
there is a significant difference in the frequency with
which husbands and wives talk over the telephone with 
their mothers-in-law. In this case, the frequency with 
which wives talk over the telephone with their mothers-in- 
law is greater than the frequency with which husbands talk 
over the telephone with their mothers-in-law.
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ANOV TABLE XII
EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT 
SPOUSE TALKING OVER THE TELEPHONE WITH HIS
(HER) OWN FATHER
Degrees of 
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Square F
Source
Total 151 346.71 0.0
Couples 75 203.71 2.71
Sex 1 .026 .026
Error 75 142.97 1.91
.015N.S
p Mean square (Sex) _ .026 ^
Mean square (Error) 1.91 * 1,75
The results of Table XII indicate that there is no 
significant difference in the frequency with which husbands 
and wives talk over the telephone with their own fathers.
The results of Table XIII indicate that wives talk 
more over the telephone with their own mothers than husbands 
do with their own mothers.
When the F values of Tables X, XI, XII, and XIII 
are analyzed, we fail to reject H0 and conclude that there 
is no significant difference in the frequency with which
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telephone conversations are held by husbands and wives 
with each of their parents.
ANOV TABLE XIII
EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT 
SPOUSE TALKING OVER THE TELEPHONE
WITH HIS (HER) OWN MOTHER
Degrees of 
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Square F
Source
Total 189 290.55 0.0
Couples 94 178.05 1.89
Sex 1 5.73 5.73
Error 94 106.76 1.13
5.02*
p_Mean square (Sex) 5.73 „ 5.02
1,94
N-95
Mean square (Error) 1.13
Sub Hypothesis 3: The married student couple will
exchange letters more frequently with the wife's parents.
The results in Table XIV lead us to conclude to a 
highly significant degree that wives exchange letters more 
frequently with their own mothers than husbands do with 
their own mothers. This difference may very well be a 
reflection of the strength of the mother-daughter
relationship as compared with the mother-son relationship. 
The relative strength of the mother-daughter relationship 
is well documented throughout the literature.
ANOV TABLE XIV
EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT 
SPOUSE EXCHANGING LETTERS WITH
HIS (HER) OWN MOTHER
Degrees of 
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Square F
Source
Total 185 639.44 0.0
Couples 92 422.94 4.59
Sex
Error
1
92
33.55
182.94
33.55
1.98
16.97**
p=Mean square (Sex) = 33.55 , 1(I.97, N-9 3
Mean square (Error) 1.98 * * '1,92
The! results of Table XV reflect no significant
difference in the frequencies with which husbands and wives
exchange letters with their own fathers.
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ANOV TABLE XV
EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT
SPOUSE EXCHANGING LETTERS WITH HIS
(HER) OWN FATHER
Degrees of 
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares
Mean 
Square F
Source
Total 155 486.89 0.0
Couples 77 300.89 3.91
Sex
Error
1
77
3.10 
182.89
3.10
1.30N.S.
2.37
Mean square (Sex) 3.10
,77 N~ 78F_Mean square (Error) ~ 2.37 =1*301
Tables XIV and XV lead the writer to reject the 
Hq concerning the difference between wife's parents and 
husband's parents in the exchange of letters with the 
husband and wife. This rejection must be qualified on 
the grounds of the difficulty in obtaining information on 
letter writing between each husband and wife with their 
mothers-in-law and fathers-in-law. For example, a letter 
may be addressed to one spouse but its content is primarily 
concerned, or at least equally concerned, with the other 
spouse.
64
The only conclusion which the writer can come to 
with reference to letter exchange is that letter writing 
between wives and their mothers is probably the dominant 
form of letter exchange.
The following tables will be concerned with 
Hypothesis II.
Hypothesis II: In all cases, wives will interact
more with their own kin than husbands will with their own
kin.
Sub Hypothesis 1: Wives will visit more with their
own kin than husbands will with their own kin.
ANOV TABLE XVI
EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT
SPOUSE VISITING WITH HIS (HER) OWN PARENTS
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Freedom________Squares_______Square______F
Source
Total 191 195.47 o • o
Couples 95 154.47 1.62
Sex 1 .74 .74
Error 95 40.25
1.47N.S.
.42
Mean square (Sex) - -74 - 1 47 N-96
Mean square (Error) .42 1,95
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From Table XVI we accept HQ and conclude that there 
is no significant difference in the frequency with which 
husband and wife each visit their own parents.
ANOV TABLE XVII
EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT 
SPOUSE VISITING WITH HIS (HER) OWN SIBLINGS
Degrees of 
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Square F
Source
Total 185 236.40 0.0
Couples 92 145.38 1.57
Sex 1 2. 71 2.71
Error 92 88.49 .97
2 .79N.S.
p_Mean square (Sex) ^ 2.71 „ 2 79 N-93
Mean square (Error) .97 * 1,92
Table XVII indicates that there is no significant 
difference between husband and wife in the frequency with 
which they each visit their own siblings.
The following tables will contain the analysis of 
visitation of husband and wife with their own aunts, uncles, 
and cousins.
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ANOV TABLE XVIII
EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT
SPOUSE VISITING WITH HIS (HER) OWN AUNTS
Degrees of 
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Square F
Source
Total 185 280.58 0.0
Couples 92 191.58 2.08
Sex 1 2 .60 2.60
2.76N.S
Error 92 86.39 .94
p_.Mean square (Sex) = 2.60 =
2 -76l,92
N*93
Mean square (Error) .94
The F value obtained in the above table indicates 
that there is no significant difference between husbands 
and wives in the frequency with which they each visit 
their own aunts.
It is concluded from the evidence presented in 
Table XIX that there is no significant difference between 
husbands and wives in the frequency with which they each 
visit their own uncles.
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ANOV TABLE XIX
EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT
SPOUSE VISITING WITH HIS (HER) OWN UNCLES
Degrees of 
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Square F
Source
Total 187 291.61 0.0
Couples 93 191.61 2.06
Sex 1 1.36 1.36
Error 93 98.63 1.06
1.2 8N.S .
„ Mean square (Sex) 1.36 1.28
1,93
N«94
Mean square (Error) 1.06
ANOV TABLE XX
EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT 
SPOUSE VISITING WITH HIS (HER) OWN COUSINS
Degrees of 
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Square F
Source
Total 189 296.99 0.0
Couples 94 201.49 2.14
Sex 1 .636 .636
Error 94 94.86 1.0
.64N.S.
_Mean square (Sex) _ *636 - .64. ,94
N-95
‘ Mean square (Error) 1.0 1
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The results of Table XX indicate that there is no 
significant difference between husbands and wives in the 
frequency with which they each visit their own cousins.
The results of Tables XVI, XVIIf XVIII, XIX, and 
XX lead us to accept H0 and conclude that there is no 
significant difference between husbands and wives in the 
frequency with which they each visit their own kin.
The following tables will have reference to the 
analysis of telephone conversations which each husband 
and wife has with his (her) own kin.
Sub Hypothesis 2; Wives will have more telephone 
conversations with their own kin than husbands will with 
their own kin.
ANOV TABLE XXI
EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT 
SPOUSE TALKING OVER THE TELEPHONE
WITH HIS (HER) OWN FATHER
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Freedom SquareB Square F
Source
Total 151 346.71
o
*
o
Couples 75 203.71 2.71
Sex 1 .026 .026
.015N.S.
Error 75 142.97 1.91
F_Mean square (Sex) « .026 ^ fll5 N»76
Mean square (Error) 1.91 1, 75
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The F value in Table XXI indicates that there is 
no significant difference between husbands and wives in 
the frequency with which they each talk over the telephone 
with their own father.
ANOV TABLE XXII
EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT 
SPOUSE TALKING OVER THE TELEPHONE 
WITH HIS (HER) OWN MOTHER
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Freedom Squares Square F
Source
Total 189 290.55 0.0
Couples 94 178.05 1.89
Sex 1 5.73 5.73
5.02*
Error 94 106.76 1.14
r_Mean square (Sex) _ 5*73 _ j Q2 N-95
Mean square (Error) 1.14 1,94
As previously noted. the above table leads to the
conclusion that wives talk more over the telephone with 
their own mothers than husbands do with their own mothers. 
As in the case of letter writing, this may be a further 
indication of the relative strength of the mother-daughter
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relation, as compared to the mother-son relation.
The following table will present the analysis of 
telephone conversations with aunts, uncles, and cousins.
ANOV TABLE XXIII
EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT 
SPOUSE TALKING OVER THE TELEPHONE WITH HIS 
(HER) OWN AUNTS, UNCLES, COUSINS
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Freedom Squares Square F
Source
Total 193 410.17
o
•
o
Couples 96 303.67 3.16
Sex 1 .25 .25
Error 96 106.24
•23N.S.
1.11
ci_Mean square (Sex) _ = .23i qc. N-97
Mean square (Error) l.ii 1'96
Therefore, there is no significant difference 
between husbands and wives in the frequency with which they 
talk over the telephone with their own aunts, uncles, and 
cousins.
Tables XXI ahd XXIII indicate the necessity of 
accepting HQ and concluding that there is no significant
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difference between husbands and wives in the frequency 
with which they each have telephone conversations with 
their own kin.
Table XXII, however, reveals the situation in 
which wives talk more on the telephone with their own 
mothers than husbands do with their own mothers. As was 
indicated, this was consistent with the strength of the 
mother-daughter relationship in this society.
The following tables will be concerned with 
letter exchange among husbands and wives with their own 
kin.
Sub Hypothesis 3: Wives will exchange letters
more frequently with their own kin than husbands will with 
their own kin.
ANOV TABLE XXIV
EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT 
SPOUSE EXCHANGING LETTERS WITH HIS 
(HER) OWN MOTHER
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Freedom Squares Square F
Source
Total 185 639.44 0.0
Couples 92 422.94 4.59
Sex 1 33.55 33.55 16>97„
Error 92 182.94 1.98
p, Mean square (Sex) . 33.55 _ 16.97! a-t N»93
Mean square (Error) 1.98
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difference between husbands and wives in the frequency 
with which they each have telephone conversations with 
their own kin.
Table XXII, however, reveals the situation in 
which wives talk more on the telephone with their own 
mothers than husbands do with their own mothers. As was 
indicated, this was consistent with the strength of the 
mother-daughter relationship in this society.
The following tables will be concerned with 
letter exchange among husbands and wives with their own 
kin.
Sub Hypothesis 3: Wives will exchange letters
more frequently with their own kin them husbands will with 
their own kin.
ANOV TABLE XXIV
EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT 
SPOUSE EXCHANGING LETTERS WITH HIS 
(HER) OWN MOTHER
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Freedom Squares Square F
Source
Total 185 639.44 0.0
Couples 92 422.94 4.59
Sex 1 33.55 33.55 i6>„ „
Error 92 182.94 1.98
Mean square (Sex) - _33*!L?. - I6.97, Q, N-9 3
Mean square (Error) 1.98
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As was previously indicated, Table XXIV shows that 
there is a highly significant difference between husbands 
and wives when it comes to exchanging letters with their 
own mothers.
With regard to letter exchange with fathers:
ANOV TABLE XXV
EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT 
SPOUSE EXCHANGING LETTERS WITH HIS
(HER) OWN FATHER
Degrees of 
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Square F
Source
Total 155 486.89 0.0
Couples 77 300.89 3.90
Sex 1 3.10 3.10
Error 77 182.89 2.37
1.30N.S.
Mean square (Sex) R
O
 
»—i •» 1-30, _ _ N-78
Mean square (Error) 2.37 1,77
From the results obtained in Table XXV we accept 
Hq and conclude that there is no significant difference in 
the frequency with which husbands and wives exchange letters 
with their own fathers.
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Letter exchange with siblings is presented in 
Table XXVI.
ANOV TABLE XXVI
EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT 
SPOUSE EXCHANGING LETTERS WITH HIS (HER)
OWN SIBLINGS
Degrees of 
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares
Mean 
Square F
Source
Total 157 379.36 0,0
Couples 78 218.37 2.79
Sex 1 22.78 22.78
Error 78 138.21
12.87**
1.77
„ Mean square (Sex) 22.78
1 2 .78 N “ 79 
1,78Mean square (Error) 1.77
We note from Table XXVI that there is a highly 
significant difference in the frequency with which husbands 
and wives exchange letters with their own siblingsi with 
the wives exchanging letters with their own siblings more 
frequently than husbands with their own siblings. It would 
be an interesting research project to see whether or not 
letter exchange between wives and their sisters is contri­
buting to this significant difference.
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ANOV TABLE XXVII 
EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT
SPOUSE EXCHANGING LETTERS WITH HIS (HER) 
OWN AUNTS, UNCLES, AND COUSINS
Degrees of 
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares
Mean 
Square F
Source
Total 191 261.91
o•o
Couples 95 156.91 1.65
Sex
Error
1
95
9.18
95.81
9 .19
0.09**
1.01
Mean square (Sex) 9.19 09 N“96 1,95Mean square (Error) 1.01 = •
The F value obtained above leads to the conclusion 
that wives exchange letters more with their own aunts, 
uncles, and cousins than husbands exchange letters with 
their own aunts, uncles, and cousins.
Let us summarize by saying that the results ob­
tained in Tables XXIV, XXVI, and XXVII lead to the 
rejection of H© and to the conclusion that wives exchange 
letters more frequently with their own kin than husbands 
do with their own kin
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Table XXV, however, Indicates that we should accept 
Hq and conclude that wives and husbands do not differ 
significantly in the frequency with which they exchange 
letters with their fathers. With the results obtained 
so far, there is a good likelihood that this lack of 
difference between husbands and wives in exchanging letters 
with their own fathers can be attributed to a lessening 
of the amount of writing on the part of the wife to her 
own father.*
The following tables will refer to the analysis 
of Hypothesis III.
Hypothesis III: In those cases where the married
student couple live closer to the husband's parents, they 
will interact more frequently with the husband's parents 
than with the wife's parents.
Sub Hypothesis 1: The married student couple
will visit more with the husband's parents than with the 
wi fe's parents.
*
See Table VI.
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ANOV TABLE XXVIII
THE VISITATION OF EACH LOUISIANA STATE
UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT COUPLE
WITH EACH OF THEIR PARENTS
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Freedom_______Squares______ Square
Source
Total 31 21.97 0.0
Couples 15 14.46 .96
Sex 1 3.78 3.78
Error 15 3.71 .25
15.12**
_ Mean square (Sex) 3.78 . -F=*—------ * . ■----- —  =  rr — 15.12-1 ic
Mean square (Error) .25 A
The conclusion is made from the results of Table 
XXVIII that the couple visits the husband's parents more 
frequently than they visit the wife's parents, when they 
live closer to the husband's parents.
Sub Hypothesis 2: The married student couple will
have more telephone conversations with the husband's 
parents than with the wife's parents.
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ANOV TABLE XXIX
EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT
SPOUSE TALKING OVER THE TELEPHONE WITH
HIS (HER) OWN MOTHER
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Freedom________ Squares______ Square
Source
Total 31 33.50 0.0
Couples 15 19.50 1.29
Sex 1 1.0 1.0
1.0 7N . S
Error 15 14.0 .93
p-Mean square (Sex) _ 1.0 _ 1.07 N*16
Mean square (Error) .93 1,15
The results of Table XXIX Indicate that there is 
no significant difference between husband and wife in the 
frequency with which they each talk over the telephone 
with their own mothers.
With the F value obtained in Table XXX we reject 
HQ and conclude that there is a highly significant differ­
ence between husbands and wives in the frequency with 
which they each talk over the telephone with their own 
fathers. In this case the husbands talk over the phone
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more with their fathers than wives do with their fathers.*
ANOV TABLE XXX
EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT 
SPOUSE TALKING OVER THE TELEPHONE WITH 
HIS (HER) OWN FATHER
Degrees of 
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Square F
Source
Total 21 13.82 o • o
Couples 10 8.82 .88
Sex 1 2.91 2.91
Error 10 2.09 .21
13.85**
r_Mean square (Sex) » -» 13 05 N-ll
Mean square (Error) .21 1,10
Sub Hypothesis 3: The married student couple will
exchange letters more frequently with the husband's 
parents than with the wife's parents.
*See Appendix for comparison of Means (Table V) .
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ANOV TABLE XXXI
EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY HARRIED STUDENT
SPOUSE EXCHANGING LETTERS WITH
HIS (HER) OWN FATHER
Degrees of 
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares
Mean F 
Square
Source
Total 21 76.76 0.0
Couples 10 30.27 3.03
Sex 1 10.22 10.22
2.81N.S
Error 10 36.27 3.63
^ M e a n  square (Sex) ^ 10.22 _ „ N-ll
Mean square (Error) 3.63 "*811,10
We therefore accept Hq and conclude that there is 
no significant difference between husbands and wives in 
the frequency with which they exchange letters with their 
own fathers. These results indicate no change in letter 
writing with the father from previous cases.
Finally, the following table will present the 
analysis of the exchange of letters with the mother, in the 
cases where the married student couple live patrilocally.
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ANOV TABLE XXXII
EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT
SPOUSE EXCHANGING LETTERS WITH HIS
(HER) OWN MOTHER
Degrees of 
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Square F
Source
Total 31 119.87 0.0
Couples 15 36.87 2.45
Sex 1 55.12 55.13
Error 15 27.87 1.86
29.64**
M e w square (Sex) _ 55.13 . 9Q
*641,15
N-16
Mean square (Error) 1.86
The results in Table XXXII lead us to conclude 
that wives exchange letters with their mothers more fre­
quently them husbands exchange letters with their mothers. 
This may be explained by the fact that when mothers and 
daughters are further away, they tend to write more 
frequently.
The most significant findings of the test of 
Hypothesis III involve the increased visiting with the 
husband's parents, and the increased frequency in regard
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to the letters exchanged between mothers and daughters.
It should be mentioned that Information on tele­
phone conversations between each spouse with his mother- 
in-law and father-in-law could not be obtained because of 
an insufficient number of responses. This situation made 
it difficult to make as complete a test of the hypothesis 
as would have been possible under different circumstances.
The hypothesis involving geographic distance as a 
variable is Hypothesis IV, and the following discussion 
will be in reference to this hypothesis.
Hypothesis IV: The married student couple will
receive financial aid more frequently from the parents 
who are geographically closer to them. Table XXXIII gives 
the analysis of this hypothesis.
ANOV TABLE XXXIII
DISTANCE OP EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY 
MARRIED STUDENT SPOUSE FROM HIS (HER)
OWN PARENTS AND ITS RELATIONSHIP 
TO FINANCIAL AID
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Freedom Squares Square F
Source
Total 193 186.37 0.0
Couples 96 156.87 1.63
Sex 1 .417 .417 . _1.4N.S.
Error 96 29.08 .302
Mean square (Sex) _ .417 , . n-97
Mean square (Error) .302 1# 96
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The writer concludes from the F value in Table 
XXXIII that married student couples receive aid with equal 
frequency from both sets of parents.
The remaining variables will be analyzed by means 
of the Chi-Square test. The following Table XXXIV will 
refer to the analysis of Hypothesis V.
Hypothesis V: The occupation of each spouse's own
father will net be significantly related to the geographic 
distance between them.
X 05(56) = 513*85 < 74.46. We, therefore accept 
HQ and conclude that there is no significant difference 
between geographic distance and the occupation of each 
spouse's own father.
The following tables will have reference to 
Hypothesis VI.
Hypothesis VI: The occupation of each spouse's
own father will not be significantly related to the inter­
action frequency between them.
Sub Hypothesis 1: The occupation of each spouse's
own father will not be significantly related to the fre­
quency of visiting between them.
TABLE XXXIV
OBSERVED FREQUENCY OF DISTANCE BETWEEN EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY
MARRIED STUDENT SPOUSE AND THE OCCUPATION OF
_________  HIS (HER) OWN FATHER
Distance Professional % Proprietor % Clerical % Skilled % Unskilled «
15 3 1.6 7 3.6 1 .52 5 2.6 00 0
14 7 3.6 3 1.6 1 .52 4 2.1 3 1.6
13 2 1.0 3 1.6 0 0 1 .52 0 0
12 2 1.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11 3 1.6 2 1.0 1 .52 0 0 0 0
10 3 1.6 0 0 0 0 2 1.0 0 0
9 2 1.0 1 .52 1 .52 0 0 0 0
8 4 2.1 2 1.0 0 0 1 .52 0 0
7 3 1.6 4 2.1 0 0 2 1.0 0 0
6 3 1.6 4 2.1 4 2.1 2 1.0 0 0
5 3 1.6 5 2.6 2 1.0 1 .52 0 0
4 4 2.1 7 3.6 2 1.0 5 2.6 0 0
3 14 7.3 8 4.2 7 3.6 11 5.7 0 0
2 0 0 2 1.0 0 0 2 1.0 0 0
1 12 6.3 9 4.7 _3 1.6 _9 4.7 _0 0
Column
Totals 65 57 22 45 3
Percentage
Totals 34.0 29.6 11.38 23.3 1.6
n=192
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X2 05(20) * 24.11 < 31.41. We therefore accept 
Hq and conclude that there is no significant relationship 
between frequency of visitation and the occupation of the 
father of each spouse. (See Table XXXV)
Sub Hypothesis 2: The occupation of each spouse*s
own father will not be significantly related to the fre­
quency with which letters are exchanged between them.
3(2.05(20) * 18.65 < 31.41. The results of Table 
XXXVI indicate that we accept Hq and conclude that there 
is no significant relationship between frequency of letter 
exchange and the occupation of the father.
Sub Hypothesis 3: The occupation of each spouse's
own father will net be significantly related to the fre­
quency with which telephone conversations take place between 
them.
X2 05(20) “ 54,51 y 31*41* We * therefore reject Hq 
and conclude that there is a significant relationship be­
tween the freuqency of telephone conversations and the 
occupation of each spouse's father. (See Table XXXVII)
TABLE XXXV
OBSERVED FREQUENCY OF VISITATION OF EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED
STUDENT SPOUSE WITH HIS (HER) OWN FATHER AND THE
OCCUPATION OF HIS (HER) OWN FATHER
Professional % Proprietor % Clerical % Skilled % Unskilled %
Once a week or
more 8 4.1 6 3.1 3 1.6 10 5.2 0 0
Once a month or
more 22 11.4 21 10.9 12 6.2 14 7.3 0 0
Several times a
year 26 13.5 23 11.9 4 2.1 14 7.3 0 0
Once a year 8 4.1 4 2.1 3 1.6 4 2.1 2 1.0
Less than once a
year 0 0 3 1.6 0 0 3 1.6 1 .51
Never 1 .51 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 .51
Column Totals 65 57 22 45 4
Percentage Totals 33.6 29.6 11.5 23.5 2.0
n=193
00
m
TABLE XXXVI
OBSERVED FREQUENCY OF LETTER EXCHANGE BETWEEN EACH LOUISIANA STATE
UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT SPOUSE AND HIS (HER) OWN FATHER
____________ WITH THE OCCUPATION OF HIS (HER) OWN FATHER
______ Professional % Proprietor % Clerical % Skilled % Unskilled %
Once a week of
more 
Once a month or
5 2.9 4
more 
Several times a
10 5.8 7
year 10 5.8 9
Once a year 
Only on Special
3 1.9 3
Occasions 11 6.4 10
Never 19 11.1 15
Column Totals 
Percentage Totals
58
33.8
48
2.3 2 1.2 3 1.8 0 0
4.1 2 1.2 5 2.9 0 0
5.3 0 0 1 .58 1 .58
1.8 0 0 3 1.8 0 0
5.8 6 3.5 9 5.3 0 0
8.8 9 5.3 21 12.3 3 1.8
19 42 4
18.1 11.2 24.6 2.4
n=171
TABLE XXXVII
OBSERVED FREQUENCY OF TELEPHONE CONVERSATIONS BETWEEN EACH LOUISIANA STATE
UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT SPOUSE AND HIS (HER) OWN FATHER
___________ WITH THE OCCUPATION OF HIS (HER) OWN FATHER
Professional % Proprietor % Clerical % Skilled % Unskilled %
Once a week or
more 14 8.1 13 7.6 3 1.7 13 7.6 0 0
Once a month or
more 21 12.2 21 12.2 6 3.5 10 5.8 0 0
Several times a
year 16 9.3 9 5.2 6 3.5 12 7.0 0 0
Once a year 0 0 0 0 1 .58 0 0 0 0
Only on Special
Occasions 5 2.9 5 2.9 0 0 5 2.9 1 .58
Never 2 1.2 1 .58 3 1.7 2 1.2 3 1.7
Column Totals 58 49 19 42 4
Percentage Totals 33.7 28.5 10.9 24.5 2.3
n=172
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The following table will refer to the analysis of 
Hypothesis VII.
Hypothesis VII: The annual income of each spouse's
own parents will not be significantly related to the 
geographic distance between them.
TABLE XXXVIII
OBSERVED FREQUENCY OF DISTANCE BETWEEN EACH LOUISIANA 
STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT SPOUSE AND HIS 
(HER) OWN PARENTS WITH THE ANNUAL INCOME
OF HIS (HER) OWN PARENTS
Distance
$5,000 
or less «
$5,000- 
$10,000 «
$10,000
$15,000 %
Over
$15,000 %
500 miles
or greater 4 2.1 13 6.7 18 9.3 13 6.7
Between 150 
and 500 
mi les 3 1.6 15 7.8 14 7.3 19 9.8
150 miles
or less 4 2.1 30 15.5 26 13.5 34 17.6
Column
Totals
Percentage
Totals
11
5.8
58
30.0
58
30.1
66
34.1
n*193
X2 ■ 3.33 < 12.59. We, therefore, accept H0* 0 5 (6)
and conclude that there is no significant relationship 
between income of parents and geographic distance.
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Hypothesis VIII; The annual income of each spouse's 
own parents will not be significantly related to the inter­
action frequency between them.
Sub Hypothesis 1: The annual income of each spouse's
own parents will not be significantly related to the fre­
quency of visitation between them.
TABLE XXXIX
OBSERVED FREQUENCY OF VISITATION BETWEEN EACH LOUISIANA 
STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT SPOUSE AND 
HIS (HER) OWN PARENTS WITH THE ANNUAL 
INCOME OF HIS (HER) OWN PARENTS
Visita­
tion
$5,000 
or less «
$5,000- $10,000- 
10,000 ft $15,000 ft
Over
$15,000 ft
Frequently 
during the 
year 8 4.2 51 26.7 47 24.6 57 29.8
Only on 
Special 
Occasions 3 1.6 7 3.7 10 5.2 7 3.7
Never 0 0 0 0 1 .52 0 0
Column
Totals
Percentage
Totals
11
5.8
58 58 
30.4 30.3
64
33.5
n-191
X2 o5(6)“ 5 -15 4 12.59. The above results indicate that 
there is no significant relationship between frequency of
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visitation and the income of each spouse's parents.
Sub Hypothesis 2: The annual income of each spouse's
own parents will not be significantly related to the fre­
quency with which letters are exchanged between each 
spouse and his (her) own mother.
TABLE XL
OBSERVED FREQUENCY OF LETTER EXCHANGE BETWEEN EACH 
LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT 
SPOUSE AND HIS (HER) OWN MOTHER WITH 
THE ANNUAL INCOME OF HIS (HER)
OWN PARENTS
Letter
Exchange
$5,000 
or less %
$5,000- 
10,000 %
$10,000-
15,000
Over 
% $15,000 %
Frequently 
during the 
year
Only on 
Special 
Occasions
Never 
Column 
Totals 
Percentage 
Totals
n-187
8 4.3 39 20.9 41 21.9 47 25.1
2
1
11
1.1 9 4.8 5
53 8 4.3 10
56 56
2.7
5.3
6
11
64
3.2
5.9
5.9 30.0 29.9 34.2
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X2 q5 (6) * 2.64 < 12.59. We, therefore accept HQ 
and conclude that there is no significant relationship 
between the income of each spouse's parents and the fre- 
quency with which letters are exchanged between each spouse 
and his (her) own mother.
Sub Hypothesis 3: The annual income of each spouse's
own parents will not be significantly related to the fre­
quency with which letters are exchanged between each spouse 
and his (her) own father.
TABLE XLI
OBSERVED FREQUENCY OF LETTER EXCHANGE BETWEEN EACH 
LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT 
SPOUSE AND HIS (HER) OWN FATHER WITH THE 
ANNUAL INCOME OF HIS (HER) OWN PARENTS
Letter
Exchange
$5,000 
or less %
$5,000- 
10,000 4
$10,000
15,000 %
Over
$15,000 %
Frequently 
during the 
year 3 1.8 13 7.7 19 11.2 24 14.2
Only on 
Special 
Occasions 0 0 15 8.9 13 7.7 17 10.1
Never 2 1.2 22 13.0 22 13.0 19 11.2
Column
Totals
Percentage
Totals
5
3.0
50
29.6
54
31.9
60
n-169
35.5
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X^ AC,,,a 5.42 < 12.59. Prom the Chi-Square re- ■ U!) ( b  J
suits we would accept HQ and conclude that there is no 
significant relationship between the income of each spouse's 
parents and the frequency with which letters are exchanged 
between each spouse and his (her) own father.
Sub Hypothesis 4: The annual income of each spouse's
own parents will not be significantly related to the fre­
quency with which telephone conversations take place be­
tween each spouse and his (her) own father.
TABLE XLII
OBSERVED FREQUENCY OF TELEPHONE CONVERSATIONS BETWEEN 
EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT 
SPOUSE AND HIS (HER) OWN FATHER WITH THE 
ANNUAL INCOME OF HIS (HER) OWN PARENTS
Conversa­ $5,000 $5,000- $10,000- Over
tions or less % 10,000 « 15,000 % $15,000 %
Frequently 
during the 
year 3 1.8 37 21.8 48 28.2 55 32.4
Only on 
Special 
Occasions 1 .58 6 3.5 5 2.9 4 2.4
Never 1 .58 7 4.1 2 1.1 1 .58
Column
Totals 5 50 55 60
Percentage
Totals 2.96 29.4 32.2
n-170
35.4
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X2 m 11.48 < 12.59. From these results In
• U3 IO f
Table XLIZ we would accept H and conclude that there Is noo
significant relationship between the income of each spouse's 
parents and the frequency with which telephone conversa­
tions occur between each spouse and his (her) own father.
Sub Hypothesis 5: The annual income of each spouse's
own parents will not be significantly related to the fre­
quency with which telephone conversations take place 
between each spouse and his (her) own mother.
TABLE XLIII
OBSERVED FREQUENCY OF TELEPHONE CONVERSATIONS BETWEEN 
EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT 
SPOUSE AND HIS (HER) OWN MOTHER WITH THE 
ANNUAL INCOME OF HIS (HER) OWN PARENTS
Conversa­
tions
$5,000 
or less «
$5,000- 
10,000 «
$10,000-
15,000 «
Over
$15,000 t
Frequently 
during the 
year 8 4.2 51 26.7 53 27.7 62 32.5
Only on 
Special 
Occasions 3 1.6 3 1.6 2 1.0 3 1.6
Never 0 0 2 1.0 3 1.6 1 .52
Column
Totals
Percentage
Totals
11
5.8
56
29.3
58
30.3
66
n-191
34.6
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05(6) “ 11*73 < 12.59. We, therefore, accept 
Hq and conclude that there Is no significant relationship 
between the income of each spouse's parents and the fre­
quency with which telephone conversations occur between each 
spouse and his (her) own mother.
The following table will refer to the analysis of 
Hypothesis IX.
Hypothesis IX: The size of the town in which the 
parents of each spouse live will not be significantly 
related to the geographic distance between them.
TABLE XLIV
OBSERVED FREQUENCY OF DISTANCE SEPARATING EACH LOUISIANA 
STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT SPOUSE FROM HIS 
(HER) OWN PARENTS WITH THE SIZE OF THE TOWN 
IN WHICH HIS (HER) OWN PARENTS LIVE
Population
Distance 50,000 10,000- 2,500- Below
& Over % 49,999 % 9 ,999 % 2,500 %
15 6 3.1 6 3.1 4 2.1 0 0
14 6 3.1 4 2.1 5 2.6 3 1.
13 2 1.0 2 1.0 0 0 2 l.i
12 1 .51 1 .51 0 0 0 0
11 2 1.0 2 1.0 0 0 2 1.1
10 3 1.6 1 .51 1 .51 0 0
9 3 1.6 0 0 1 .51 0 0
8 3 1.6 3 1.6 0 0 1 .!
7 4 2.1 1 .51 0 0 4 2.
6 9 4.7 0 0 4 2.1 0 0
5 3 1.6 5 2.6 3 1.6 0 0
4 8 4.1 5 2.6 3 1.6 2 l.i
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Table XLIV (Continued)
Distance
Population
50,000 
& Over «
10,000
49,999 %
2,500
9,999 %
Below 
2,500 «
3 25 13.0 8 4.1 4 2.1 4 2.1
2 0 0 0 0 2 1.0 2 1.0
1 31 16.1 1 .51 1 .51 0 0
Column
Totals 106 39 28 20
Percen­
tage
Totals 55.1 22.7 14.6 10.3
n=19 3
X2 05(42) “ 88.33 > 58.12. We, therefore, conclude 
that there is a significant relationship between the size of 
the town in which the parents of each spouse live and the 
geographic distance between them.
The following tables will have reference to 
Hypothesis X.
Hypothesis X: The size of the town in which the
parents of each spouse live will not be significantly re­
lated to the interaction frequency between them.
Sub Hypothesis 1: The size of the town in which the
parents of each spouse live will not be significantly 
related to the frequency of visitation between them.
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TABLE XLV
OBSERVED FREQUENCY OF SIZE OF TOWN IN WHICH THE 
PARENTS OF EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY 
MARRIED STUDENT SPOUSE LIVE AND THE 
FREQUENCY OF VISITATION WITH HIS 
(HER) OWN PARENTS
Population
50,000 
& Over «
10,000
49,999
2,
. » Pj
500-
999 «
Below
2,500 %
Once a 
week or 
more 26 13 .5 1 .52 0 0 0 0
Once a 
month or 
more 34 17.6 16 8.3 12 6.2 7 3.6
Several 
times a year 35 18.1 13 6.7 9 4.7 12 6.2
Once a year 8 4.1 8 4.1 4 2.1 0 0
Less than 
once a year 2 1.0 1 .52 3 1.6 1 .52
Never 1 .52 0 0 0 0 0 0
Column
Totals
Percentage
Totals
106
54.8
39
20.1
28
14.6
20
10.3
n-193
X2 '05(15) “ 36.53 > 24.99. From these results we 
conclude that there is a significant relationship between 
the frequency of visiting between each spouse and his (her)
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own parents and the population of the town in which the 
parents live.
Sub Hypothesis 2: The size of the town in which the
parents of each spouse live will not be significantly 
related to the frequency with which letters are exchanged 
between each spouse and his (her) own mother.
TABLE XLVI
OBSERVED FREQUENCY OF SIZE OF TOWN IN WHICH THE PARENTS 
OF EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT 
SPOUSE LIVE WITH THE LETTER EXCHANGE BETWEEN 
EACH SPOUSE AND HIS (HER) OWN MOTHER
Population
50,000 10,000 2,500- Below
& Over % 49,999 % 9,999 % 2,500 %
Once a week
or more 28 14.8 15 7.9 7 3.7 3 1.6
Once a
month or
more 27 14.3 13 6.9 9 4.8 10 5.3
Several
times
a year 9 4.8 4 2.1 9 4.8 2 1.1
Only on 
Special 
Occasions 14 7.4 4 2.1 1 .53 3 1.6
Never 28 14.8 1 .53 1 .53 1 .53
Column
Totals 106 37 27 19
Percentage
Totals 56.1 19.5 14.4
n*189
10.1
X2 os (X2) “ 34-85 > 21.02. We, therefore, conclude 
that there is a significant relationship between the size of
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the town in which the parents live and the letters exchanged 
between each spouse and his (her) own mother.
Sub Hypothesis 3: The size of the town in which the
parents of each spouse live will not be significantly 
related to the frequency with which letters are exchanged 
between each spouse and his (her) own father.
TABLE XLVII
OBSERVED FREQUENCY OF SIZE OF TOWN IN WHICH THE PARENTS 
OF EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT 
SPOUSE LIVE WITH THE LETTER EXCHANGE BETWEEN 
___________EACH SPOUSE AND HIS (HER) OWN FATHER
Population
50
&
1,000
Over «
10,000
49,999 %
2,500
9,999 %
Below 
2,500 %
Once a week 
or more 9 5.3 2 1.2 3 1.8 0 0
Once a 
month or 
more 11 6.4 6 3.5 4 2.3 3 1.8
Several 
times a 
year 11 6.4 4 2.3 5 2.9 1 .58
Once a year 3 1.8 1 .58 2 1.2 3 1.8
Only on 
Special 
Occasions 20 11.7 11 6.4 4 2.3 1 .58
Never 42 24.6 8 4.7 5 2.9 12 7.0
Column
Totals
Percentage
Totals
96
56.2
32
18.7
23
13.4
20
11.8
n«171
X2 05(15j “ 23.03< 24.99. We, therefore, accept Hc 
and conclude that there Is no significant relationship 
between the frequency with which letters are exchanged 
between each spouse and his (her) own father and the size 
of the town in which the parents live.
Sub Hypothesis 4: The size of the town in which
the parents of each spouse live will not be significantly 
related to the frequency with which telephone conversations 
take place between each spouse and his (her) own father.
TABLE XLVIII
OBSERVED FREQUENCY OF SIZE OF TOWN IN WHICH THE PARENTS OF 
EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY MARRIED STUDENT 
SPOUSE LIVE WITH THE TELEPHONE CONVERSATIONS 
_______ BETWEEN EACH SPOUSE AND HIS (HER) OWN FATHER_______
Population
50
i
,000
over %
10,000
49,999 %
2,500- 
9,999 %
Below
2,500 «
Once a week 
or more 28 16.3 5 2.9 5 2.9 5 2.9
Once a month 
or more 39 22.7 9 5.2 6 3.5 4 2.3
Several times 
a year 19 11.0 13 7.6 8 4.7 3 1.7
Once a year 1 .58 0 0 0 0 0 0
Only on 
Special 
Occasions 4 2.3 2 1.2 5 2.9 5 2.9
Never 5 2.9 3 1.7 0 0 3 1.7
Column
Totals
Percentage
Totals
96
55.8
32
18.6
24
14.0
20
11.5
n-172
100
X2 05(15) * 2^ ’®^ > -99. The X2 determination
here leads us to reject HQ and conclude that there is a 
significant relationship between the frequency of telephone 
conversations between each spouse and his (her) own father 
and the size of the town in which the parents of each spouse 
live.
Sub Hypothesis 5: The size of the town in which the
parents of each spouse live will not be significantly related 
to the frequency with which telephone conversations take 
place between each spouse and his (her) own mother.
TABLE XLIX
OBSERVED FREQUENCY OF SIZE OF TOWN IN WHICH THE PARENTS OF 
EACH LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY HARRIED STUDENT SPOUSE
LIVE WITH THE TELEPHONE CONVERSATIONS BETWEEN 
______________EACH SPOUSE AND HIS (HER) OWN MOTHER ___  ___
Population
50,000 
<■ Over %
10,000
49,999 %
2,500-
9,999 %
Below
2,500 %
Once a week 
or more 41 21.4 7 3.6 7 3.6 4 2.1
Once a month 
or more 41 21.4 19 9.9 12 6.3 7 3.6
Several times 
a year 19 9.9 8 4.2 6 3.1 5 2.6
Once a year 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Only on 
Special 
Occasions 1 .52 3 1.5 3 1.5 2 1.0
Never 4 2.1 0 0 0 0 2 1.0
Column
Totals
Percentage
Totals
106
55.3
37
19.2
28
14.5
20
10.3
n-191
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X2 q 5(12) " 19*3  ^ < 21.02. We, therefore, accept Hq 
and conclude that there is no significant relationship 
between the frequency of telephone conversations between 
each spouse and his (her) own mother and the size of the 
town in which the parents of each spouse live.
The result of Tables XXIV, XXXV, and XXVI indicate 
that the occupation of the father of each spouse is not 
significantly related to either the geographic distance 
between them or the frequency of visitation and letter 
exchange between them. Table XXXVII, however, indicates 
that there is a significant relationship between the fre­
quency of telephone conversations between each spouse and 
his (her) own father and the occupation of each spouse's 
father.
The results contained in Tables XXXVIII, XXXIX, XL, 
XLI, XLII, and XLIII indicate that there are no significant 
relationships between the annual income of the parents of 
the spouse and either the geographic distance between each 
spouse and his (her) own parents or the frequency of 
visiting, letter exchanging, or telephoning.
The results of Tables XLIV and XLV indicate that 
there are significant relationships between the size of 
the town in which the parents of each spouse live and both
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the geographic distance between each spouse and his (her) 
own parents and the frequency of visiting taking place 
between each spouse and his (her) own parents.
The results of Table XLVI lead us to conclude that 
there is a significant relationship between the size of 
the town in which the parents of each spouse live and the 
frequency of letter exchange between each spouse and his 
(her) own mother. This also points to the possible in­
fluence of the mother-daughter relationship.
The results of Tables XLVII and XLIX indicate that 
there are no significant relationships between the size of 
the town in which the parents of each spouse live and 
either the frequency of letter exchange between each spouse 
and his (her) own father or the frequency of telephone 
conversations between each spouse and his (her) own mother.
The result of Table XLVIII, however, indicates that 
there is a significant relationship between the size of 
the town in which the parents of each spouse live and the 
frequency of telephone conversations between each spouse 
and his (her) own father.
In general, it can be seen from Tables XXXIV through 
XLIX that neither the occupation of the father of each 
spouse, nor the annual income of the parents of each spouse
10 3
Is as significant as is the population of the town in which 
the parents of each spouse live.
Since the factor of religion has been found to be 
relevant in other types of behavior (i.e., voting), it was 
felt that it may be relevant in family interaction. In 
order to test this influence the Chi-Square test was 
indicated. The discussion which follows will be an analy­
sis of the religious factor* and its association, if any, 
with the interaction between the husband (wife) and his 
(her) parents.
*Only Protestant and Catholic husbands and wives 
are involved; Jews and other religious categories were not 
represented enough in the sample to be of use in statisti­
cal analysis.
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TABLE L
OBSERVED FREQUENCY OF RELIGION OF EACH MARRIED
STUDENT WIFE AND THE VISITING WITH
HER OWN PARENTS
Never
Less them 
Once a 
% Year %
Once
a
Year
Several 
times 
% a Year %
Protestant 0 0 0 0 9 9.5 26 27.6
Catholic 0 0 1 1.1 1 1.1 9 9.5
Once a 
Month 
or More «
Once a 
Week 
or More %
Protestant 22 23.4 8 8.5
Catholic 12 12.7 6 6.4
Protestant Totals 69.0%
Catholic Totals 30.8%
n=94
X2 .05(5) 4.43 < 11.07 Therefore
, we fail to reject
H0 and conclude that there is no difference in religion and 
frequency of visiting parents.
The next table involves the same procedure for the 
husbands.
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TABLE LI
OBSERVED FREQUENCY OF RELIGION OF EACH MARRIED
STUDENT HUSBAND AND THE VISITING WITH
HIS OWN PARENTS
Never
Less than 
Once a 
% Year %
Once
a
Year %
Several 
times 
a Year %
Protestant 0 0 3 3.7 4 4.9 22 27.2
Catholic 1 1.2 1 1.2 0 0 5 6.2
Once a 
Month 
or More %
Once a 
Week 
or More %
Protestant 17 20.9 7 8.6
Catholic 17 20.9 4 4.9
Protestant Totals 65.3%
Catholic Totals 34.4%
n=81
05(5) “ 9 *91 K 11*07. With this Chi-Square value 
we fail to reject HQ and maintain that there is no difference 
in religion and the frequency with which husbands visit with 
their own parents.
10 6
Tables LII and LIII will involve the analysis of 
religion and letter exchanging with the father on the part 
of husbands and wives.
TABLE LII
OBSERVED FREQUENCY OF RELIGION OF EACH MARRIED 
STUDENT WIFE AND THE LETTER EXCHANGE 
WITH HER OWN FATHER
Never % i
Only on 
Special 
Occasions %
Once
a
Year %
Several 
times 
a Year %
Protestant 19 22.3 11 12.9 4 4.7 10 11.7
Catholic 10 11.7 6 7.1 1 1.2 5 5.8
Once a 
Month 
or More %
Once a 
Week 
or More %
Protestant 8 9.4 6 7.1
Catholic 1 1.2 4 4.7
Protestant Totals 68 .1%
Catholic Totals 31 . 7%
n=85
x2
.05(5)“
3.85 < 11.07. We, therefore, accept Hq
and conclude that religion does not influence the frequency 
with which wives exchange letters with their fathers.
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TABLE LIII
OBSERVED FREQUENCY OF RELIGION OF EACH MARRIED
STUDENT HUSBAND AND THE LETTER EXCHANGE
WITH HIS OWN FATHER
Never
Only on 
Special 
% Occasions %
Once
a
Year %
Several 
times 
a Year «
Protestant 17 22.9 8 10.8 3 4.1 4 5.4
Catholic 14 18.8 5 6.7 1 1.3 0 0
Once a 
Month 
or More %
Once a 
Week 
or More %
Protestant 12 16.2 4 5.4
Catholic 4 5.4 2 2.7
Protestant Totals 64.8%
Catholic Totals 34.9%
n=74
X .05(5) ® 6.14 < 11.07. Therefore, we accept Hq 
and conclude that religion does not influence the frequency 
with which husbands write or receive letters with relation­
ship to their own fathers.
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Tables LXV and LV will reflect the results obtained 
on the relationship between religion and letter exchange 
with the mother by each husband and wife.
TABLE LIV
OBSERVED FREQUENCY OF RELIGION OF EACH MARRIED 
STUDENT WIFE AND THE LETTER EXCHANGE 
WITH HER OWN MOTHER
Never %
Only on 
Special 
Occasions %
Once
a
Year %
Several 
times 
a Year %
Protestant 7 7.4 5 5.3 0 0 7 7.4
Catholic 6 6.4 2 2.1 0 0 5 5.3
Once a 
Month 
or More %
Once a 
Week 
or More %
Protestant 18 19. 3 26 27.9
Catholic 5 5.3 12 12.9
Protestant Totals 67.3%
Catholic Totals 32.0%
n*93
X2 * 2.68 < 11.07. We accept H0 and conclude
.05(5) °
that being Protestant or Catholic does not affect the frequency 
with which wives exchange letters with their own mothers.
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TABLE LV
OBSERVED FREQUENCY OF RELIGION OF EACH MARRIED
STUDENT HUSBAND AND THE LETTER EXCHANGE
WITH HIS OWN MOTHER
Never
Only on 
Special 
% Occasions %
Once
a
Year %
Several 
times 
a Year «
Protestant 8 10.1 7 8.8 0 0 5 6.3
Catholic 8 10.1 6 7.6 0 0 3 3.7
Once a 
Month 
or More «
Once a 
Week 
or More %
Protestant 22 27.8 9 11.4
Catholic 8 10.1 3 3.7
Protestant Totals 64.4%
Catholic Totals 35.2%
n=79
2
x .05(5) = 3.70 < 11.07. We accept H0 and conclude 
that religion does not significantly influence the frequency 
with which husbands exchange letters with their mothers.
The tables which follow will give the results obtained 
on the relationship between religion and talking over the 
telephone with the parents on the part of the husband and wife.
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TABLE LVI
OBSERVED FREQUENCY OF RELIGION OF EACH HARRIED
STUDENT WIFE AND THE TELEPHONE CONVERSATIONS
WITH HER OWN MOTHER
Never
Only on 
Special 
% Occasions %
Once
a
Year %
Several 
times 
a Year %
Protestant 0 0 4 4.3 0 0 15 16.1
Catholic 0 0 1 1.2 0 0 2 2.1
Once a 
Month 
or More %
Once a 
Week 
or More %
Protestant 27 29.0 18 19.3
Catholic 13 13.9 13 13.9
Protestant Totals 
Catholic Totals
68.7* 
31.1%
n»93
X2 Q5(5) " 53 K 11.07. With these results, we
fail to reject H0 and conclude that there is no difference 
between protestant and catholic wives in the frequencies with 
which they each talk over the telephone with their mothers.
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TABLE LVII
OBSERVED FREQUENCY OF RELIGION OF EACH HARRIED
STUDENT HUSBAND AND THE TELEPHONE
CONVERSATIONS WITH HIS OWN MOTHER
Never
Only on 
Special 
% Occasions %
Once
a
Year %
Several 
times 
a Year %
Protestant 3 3.7 1 1.2 0 0 11 13.7
Catholic 2 2.5 1 1.2 0 0 4 5.0
Once a 
Month 
or More %
Once a 
Week 
or More %
Protestant 22 27,5 15 18.7
Catholic 10 12.5 11 13.7
Protestant Totals 
Catholic Totals
64.8% 
34.9%
n*>80
X2
.05(5)
- 3.82 < 11.07. We accept H 
o
and conclude
that there Is no significant difference between protestant and
catholic husbands in the frequency with which they talk over 
the telephone with their mothers.
1X2
TABLE LVIII
OBSERVED FREQUENCY OF RELIGION OF EACH MARRIED
STUDENT WIFE AND THE TELEPHONE CONVERSATIONS
WITH HER OWN FATHER
Never
Only on 
Special 
% Occasions «
Once
a
Year %
Several 
times 
a Year %
Protestant 2 2.4 6 7.2 0 0 16 19.2
Catholic 1 1.2 3 3.6 0 0 6 7.2
Once a 
Month 
or More %
Once a 
Week 
or More %
Protestant 23 27.6 11 13.2
Catholic 8 9.6 7 8.4
Protestant Totals 69.6%
Catholic Totals 30.0%
n=83
*»1.09 <11.07. From the results of Table
.05(5)
LVIII we accept H0 and conclude that religion does not
significantly influence the frequency with which wives talk
over the telephone with their fathers.
Finally, Table LIX indicates the results of the com­
parison of protestant and catholic husbands.
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TABLE LIX
OBSERVED FREQUENCY OF RELIGION OF EACH HARRIED
STUDENT HUSBAND AND THE TELEPHONE
CONVERSATIONS WITH HIS OWN FATHER
Never
Only on 
Special 
% Occasions %
Once
a
Year %
Several 
times 
a Year %
Protestant 2 2.7 5 6.9 0 0 13 18.1
Catholic 2 2.7 1 1.3 1 1.3 3 4.1
Once a 
Month 
or More %
Once a 
Week 
or More %
Protestant 17 23.6 11 15 .2
Catholic 7 9.7 10 13.8
Protestant Totals 66.5%
Catholic Totals 32.9%
n*72
X2X .05(5)
« 6.38 < 11.07. We therefore, accept Ho
and conclude that religion does not have a significant affect 
on the frequency with which husbands talk over the telephone 
with their fathers.
It can be seen readily from the results of the 
preceding tables that religion did no significantly influ­
ence the interaction of husbands and wives with their parents.
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The data analyzed In this chapter have provided some 
useful information in the study of residence patterns and 
interaction between married student couples and their kin, 
especially parents. The findings may be of particular 
interest in the area of mobility and its influence on inter­
action and social change as it is relevant to the family 
system. Also, it is possible that the results obtained 
might lead to a focusing of interest upon geographic 
distance as a variable in the process of interaction.
In the final chapter, general conclusions are 
offered along with suggestions for future research in 
studies relevant to interaction between family members.
CHAPTER III
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND SOME IMPLICATIONS 
FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
It is characteristic of modern industrial societies 
to manifest nuclear family organization with residence away 
from the parents of both husband and wife. This situation 
is sustained by the specialization and mobility requirements 
of an industrial society. Consequently, husbands and wives 
are relatively free from dependence upon the decisions made 
by their kin.
The predominance of nuclear family organization in 
modern society has led to the belief among some sociologists 
that social interaction between married couples and their 
kin is relatively infrequent. Many studies made in this 
area within the past fifteen years have indicated that 
social relationships are maintained with parents after 
people, themselves, are married. The results of this study 
indicated that there is substantial interaction between mar­
ried student couples and both of their parents.* The
*See Appendix for Hypotheses Findings.
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mother-daughter relationship is believed to be the focus for 
much of the interaction, and commensurate with this idea is 
the prevalent belief that women are more involved in kinship 
interaction, in general, than are their husbands. Results 
of this study give some degree of support to this position, 
especially with reference to interaction with the husband's 
mother.
According to some, geographic distance seems to be 
the dominant variable in establishing patterns of interaction 
between married couples and their kin, but this has been 
qualified by some others on the grounds that proximity per­
mits but does not automatically result in interaction 
between kin. In the area of telephoning and letter writing 
between married couples and their kin, this study might be 
almost considered a pioneer effort, since research in this 
area has been almost nonexistent.
The writer's study has attempted to find the rela­
tionship between geographic distance and interaction 
(visiting, phoning, writing) by hypothesizing that inter­
action will result from proximity in the case of the 
married student couple. Comparisons were made between 
husbands and wives on the interaction with their own kin 
(and the spouse's parents) as a function of the distance 
which separated them from their parents.
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It was first hypothesized that married student 
couples would live closer to the wife's parents and inter­
act more frequently with them. The matrilocal aspect of 
this hypothesis was not substantiated, and it was found 
instead that couples lived neolocally. As to visiting pat­
terns, it was learned that there was no significant differ­
ence in the frequency with which they each visited their 
own parents. In fact, the only place where there was a 
significant difference between husbands and wives (with 
reference to hypothesis I) was in the greater frequency 
with which wives exchanged letters, and talked over the 
telephone with their own mothers. This difference might 
reflect the strength of the mother-daughter relationship 
which has been thoroughly documented in almost all studies 
of this type.
Also of interest was the discovery that wives talked 
more over the telephone to their mothers-in-law than hus­
bands talked to their mothers-in-law. This may very well 
reflect to a small degree the greater interest in all 
things related to kinship which women are believed to have.
The important thing to remember is that the signifi­
cant differences which were supposed to exist between 
husbands and wives in residence and interaction patterns
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did not manifest themselves in the analysis of the first 
two hypotheses.
This seems to substantiate the trend in modern 
society toward a similarity in attitudes between men and 
women concerning kin. Further, this may be a manifestation 
of the general similarity of roles and attitudes in social 
patterns which appear to be present in a society in which 
the division of labor based on sex is becoming obsolete.
The similarity in styles of dress between men and women is 
perhaps the most overt manifestation of this phenomenon.
The similarity of attitudes is also supported by 
the results of the hypothesis concerning the comparison 
made between wives who were employed outside of the home 
and wives who were not employed outside of the home. There 
were no significant differences found. Again, we have the 
case of similarity of attitudes; this time between women 
who occupied different role positions with respect to 
employment.
The writer wonders whether this might be another 
dimension of the so-called mass society. That is, regard­
less of a person's sex or occupational position there is a 
similarity of attitudes which tend to develop in modern 
industrial society.
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This might be true, but these patterns of similarity 
were not so readily visible when comparisons were made in 
this study between rural and urban interaction patterns. 
Although it aas been well documented that the differences 
between rural and urban United States are diminishing (e.g., 
crime rate, divorce rate) because of the influence of the 
mass media and migration, when comparisons of kinship 
interaction were made in this study between rural and urban 
respondents it was found that significant differences re­
sulted. These differences lead the writer to suspect that 
the rural-urban dichotomy is still with us in some forms.
With reference to the hypothesis that wives interact 
with their own kin more than husbands do with their own kin 
when residence patterns are disregarded in both cases; it 
was found, again, that differences between husbands and 
wives not substantial. The exception was that wives ex­
changed letters more frequently with their own mothers, and 
talked over the telephone more with their own mothers them 
husbands did in either case with their own mothers. This, 
of course, was to be expected from the results of past 
research.
An interesting difference, however, between husbands 
and wives was that wives and husbands differed significantly
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in the frequency with which they each exchanged letters 
with their own siblings, aunts, uncles, and cousins; with 
the wives having the higher frequency of exchange. Since 
there was no significant difference between husbands and 
wives in the frequency with which they each visited and 
telephoned their own siblings, aunts, uncles, and cousins, 
the writer can only guess that wives simply are more prone 
to letter writing than are the husbands.
Certainly a relevant finding of this study involved 
the case in which the married student couple lived closer 
to the husband's parents. It was learned that visiting 
with the husband's parents was more frequent than visiting 
with the wife's parents. Also, husbands talked more over 
the telephone with their fathers than wives did with their 
fathers. If men are not as inclined as women are toward 
letter writing to kin, this would indicate an increase in 
interaction between husbands and their fathers when distance 
was closer between them than between the husband and his 
wife's parents.
Here, again, wives exchanged letters with their own 
mothers more frequently than husbands did with their own 
mothers. More important in this case was the finding that 
the frequency of letter exchange between the wife and her
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mother went up considerably with patrilocal residence.*
With regard to financial aid, it was found that 
there was no relationship between geographic distemce and 
financial aid received from the parents of the married 
student couple. They received aid from both sets of parents 
with equal frequency, or at least the difference was not 
statistically significant.**
Also studied was the influence of religion on inter­
action with the parents, and it was determined that in no 
case was there a significant difference between Protestant 
and Catholics in their interaction patterns.***
Finally, the class dimension in kinship interaction 
was analyzed using income and the occupation of the father 
of each spouse. It was found that the class dimension was 
not as significant in influence on interaction as was the 
population of the town in which the parents of each spouse 
lived.
The writer believes that the importance of the 
distance factor has not been attenuated by the findings of
*See Appendix A.
**See Appendix A - Ibid.
***See Appendix A - Ibid.
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this study and in fact nay have been substantiated. In the 
first place, in the case of equal distances separating both 
husbands and wives from each of their parents the inter­
action patterns with some exceptions were similar.
Secondly, when patrilocal cases were isolated it was found 
that visiting with the husband's parents was more frequent 
than visiting with the wife's parents. Just these factors 
alone, in the writer's opinion, make further analysis of 
the distance factor worthwhile.
Future studies should make more careful distinctions 
in the determination of distances. This could probably best 
be accomplished by allowing the respondent to give the name 
of the town rather than indicate the distance himself.
Then maps could be used by the researcher with better re­
sults. The distance variable should also be included in 
studying interaction between husbands and wives with their 
own siblings, aunts, uncles, cousins, etc. This could be 
incorporated with variables such as race, socioeconomic 
status and occupation.
One shortcoming of the study was not separating the 
cases of matrilocal residence in the same manner as was 
done with the cases of patrilocal residence. It is almost 
certain that information was lost by this omission.
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Whether empirical research contributes to theory is 
usually an open question and this study like any empirical 
attempt cannot give definitive answers to the scientific 
questions which it is supposed to explore. Its signifi­
cance, if it has any, is a function of its contribution to 
a larger body of knowledge.
This investigation has not established the validity 
of its hypothesis beyond dispute, but it is hoped that a 
contribution has been made toward the possibility that the 
validity or non-validity of these hypotheses is worthy of 
future investigation.
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APPENDIX A 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Hypothesis: Wives who are employed outside of the
home will not differ in their interaction patterns from 
those wives who are not employed outside of the home.
TABLE I
COMPARISON OF EMPLOYED AND UNEMPLOYED WIVES IN VISITING
THEIR BROTHERS AND SISTERS
Degrees of 
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Square F
Source
Total 84 1687.00
Wives 1 .036 .036
.030N.S.
Error 83 102.38 1.23
TABLE II
COMPARISON OF EMPLOYED AND UNEMPLOYED WIVES
IN VISITING THEIR AUNTS
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Freedom Squares Square F
Source
Total 93 1276.00
Wives 1 .038 .038
.024N.S.
Error 92 145.36 1.58
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TABLE III
COMPARISON OP EMPLOYED AND UNEMPLOYED WIVES 
IN VISITING THEIR UNCLES
Degrees of 
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Square F
Source
Total 92 1177.00
Wives 1 .049 .049
. 033N.S.
Error 91 136.93 1.50
TABLE IV
COMPARISON OF EMPLOYED AND 
IN VISITING THEIR
UNEMPLOYED
COUSINS
WIVES
Degrees of 
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Square F
Source
Total 93 1150.00
Wives 1 .051 051
.031N.S.
Error 92 153.82 1.67
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TABLE V
COMPARISON OF EMPLOYED AND UNEMPLOYED WIVES IN 
EXCHANGING LETTERS WITH THEIR OWN MOTHERS
Degrees of 
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Square F
Source
Total 93 2245.00
Wives 1 .485 .485
.156N.S.
Error 92 286.63 3.11
TABLE VI
COMPARISON OF EMPLOYED AND UNEMPLOYED WIVES 
EXCHANGING LETTERS WITH THEIR OWN FATHERS
IN
Degrees of 
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Square F
Source
Total 83 901.00
Wives 1 1.28 1.28
.416N.S.
Error 82 253.41 3.09
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TABLE VII
COMPARISON OF EMPLOYED AND UNEMPLOYED WIVES IN 
EXCHANGING LETTERS WITH BROTHERS AND SISTERS
Degrees of 
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares
Mean
Square F
Source
Total 86 1103.00
Wives 1 1.17 1.17
.456N.S.
Error 85 219.87 2.58
MEAN FREQUENCY TABLES FOR 
TABLE I
HYPOTHESIS III
VISITING PARENTS
Frequency N
Husband1s 
Parents 4.81 16
Wife 1s 
Parents 4.12
'
16
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EXCHANGING
TABLE II
LETTERS WITH HIS (HER) OWN MOTHER
Frequency N
Husband 3.23 16
Wife 5.87 16
TABLE III
TALKING OVER THE TELEPHONE WITH HIS (HER) OWN MOTHER
Frequency N
Husband 4.87 16
Wife 4.87 16
TABLE IV
EXCHANGING LETTERS WITH HIS (HER) OWN FATHER
Frequency N
Husband 2.00 11
Wife 3.36 11
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TABLE V
TALKING OVER THE TELEPHONE WITH HIS CHER) OWN FATHER
Frequency N
Husband 5.45 11
Wife 4.73 11
TABLE VI
MEAN FREQUENCY OF RECEIVING AID FROM PARENTS
Frequency N
Husband's Parents 1.98 97
Wife's Parents 1.89 97
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TABLE VII
RELIGION AND ITS RELATION TO TALKING OVER THE PHONE
WITH HIS (HER) OWN MOTHER
OBSERVED AND EXPECTED FREQUENCIES
HIVES
1 2 3
Protestant 0 0 4 3.44 0 0
Catholic 0 0 1 1.55 0 0
Totals 0 5 0
4 5 6
Protestant 15 11.70 27 27.53 18 21.33
Catholic 2 5.30 13 12.47 13 9.66
Totals 17 40 31
N-93 X2 - 3.53
TABLE VIII 
HUSBANDS
1 2 3
Protestant 3 3.25 1 1.30 0 0
Catholic 2 1.75 1 .7 0 0
Totals 5 2 0
4 5 6
Protestant 11 9.75 22 20.80 15 19.40
Catholic 4 5.25 10 12.45 11 9.11
Totals 15 32 26
N-80 X2 - 3.82
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TABLE XX
RELIGION AND ITS RELATION TO EXCHANGING LETTERS
WITH HIS CHER) OWN MOTHER
WIVES
1 2 3
Protestant 7 8.82 5 4.74 0 0
Catholic 6 4.19 2 2.26 0 0
Totals 13 7 0
4 5 6
Protestant 7 8.13 18 15.38 26 25.74
Catholic 5 3.87 5 7.42 12 12.26
Totals 12 23 38
N-93 X2 - 2.68
TABLE X 
HUSBANDS
1 2 3
Protestant 8 10.33 7 8.39 0 0
Catholic 8 5.67 6 4.61 0 0
Totals 16 13 0
4 5 6
Protestant 5 5.16 22 19.37 9 7.75
Catholic 3 2.84 8 10.63 3 4.25
Totals 8 30 12
N-79 X2 - 3.70
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TABLE XI
RELIGION AND ITS RELATION TO EXCHANGING LETTERS
WITH HIS (HER) CNN FATHER
WIVES
1
ill i i
2 3
Protoatant 19 19.81 11 11.60 4 3.41
Catholic 10 9.21 6 S.40 1 1.6
Totals 29 17 5
4 5 6
Protestant 10 10.24 8 6.14 6 6.82
Catholic 5 4.76 1 2.86 4 3.18
Totals 15 9 10
N-85 X2
m00•1
TABLE XII 
HUSBANDS
1 2 3
Protestant 17 20.11 8 8.43 3 2.59
Catholic 14 10.89 5 4.56 1 1.41
Totals 31 13 4
4 5 6
Protestant 4 2.59 12 10.38 4 3.89
Catholic 0 1.41 4 5.62 2 2.11
Total* 4
N-74 X2 - 6.14
16 6
139
TABLE XIII
RELIGION AND ITS RELATION TO VISITING PARENTS
WIVES
Protestant 0 0 0 .68 9 6.92
Catholic 0 0 1 .31 1 3.08
Totals 0 1 10
4 S 6
Protestant 26 24.20 22 23.51 8 9.68
Catholic 9 10.79 12 10.49 6 4.32
Totals 35 34 14
N-94 X2 - 4.43
TABLE XIV 
HUSBANDS
i i i m t i T i - i n i . i l > . . )  r-i i ■ i c
1 2  3
Protestant 0 .65 3 2.62 4 2.62
Catholic 1 .35 1 1.38 0 1.38
Totals 1 4 4
4 5 6
Protestant 22 17.77 17 22.24 7 7.19
Catholic 5 9.33 17 11.75 4 3.80
Totals
N-81
27
X2 - 9.91
34 11
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TABLE XV
RELIGION AND ITS RELATION TO TALKING OVER THE PHONE
WITH HIS (HER) FATHER
WIVES
1 2 3
Protestant 2 2.10 6 6.30 0 0
Catholic 1 .90 3 2.71 0 0
Totals 3 9 0
4 5 6
Protestant 16 15.37 23 21.66 11 12.58
Catholic 6 6.63 8 9.34 7 5.42
Totals 22 31 18
N-83 X2 - 1.09
TABLE XVI 
HUSBANDS
1 2 3
Protestant 2 2.66 5 4.0 0 .07
Catholic 2 1.33 1 2.00 1 .33
Totals 4 6 1
4 5 6
Protestant 13 10.66 17 16.0 11 14 .0
Catholic 3 5.33 7 8.0 10 7 .0
Totals 16 24 21
N-72 X2 - 6.38
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HYPOTHESES
The following hypotheses were tested: I. Married
student couples will tend to live closer to the wife's 
parents (matrilocality) and interact more frequently with 
them. -N.S.
Sub Hypothesis 1: The married student couple will
visit more with the wife's parents. - N.S.
Sub Hypothesis 2: The married student couple will
have more telephone conversations with the wife's parents. 
-N.S.
Sub Hypothesis 3: The married student couple will
exchange letters more frequently with the wife's parents.
 *
Hypothesis II. In all cases, wives will interact 
more with their own kin than husbands will with their own 
kin.
Sub Hypothesis 1: Wives will visit more with their
own kin than husbands will with their own kin. -N.S.
Sub Hypothesis 2: Wives will have more telephone
conversations with their own kin than husbands will with 
their own kin. -N.S.
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Sub Hypothesis 3: Wives will exchange letters more
frequently with their own kin than husbands will with their 
own kin. -*
Hypothesis III. In those cases where the married 
student couple live closer to the husbands's parents, they 
will interact more frequently with the husband's parents 
than with the wife's parents.
Sub Hypothesis 1: The married student couple will
visit more with the husband's parents than with the wife's 
parents. *
Sub Hypothesis 2: The married student couple will
have more telephone conversations with the husband's parents 
than with the wife's parents. **
Sub Hypothesis 3: The married student couple will
exchange letters more frequently with the husband's parents 
than with the wife's parents. *
Hypothesis IV. The married student couple will 
receive financial aid more frequently from the parents who 
are geographically closer to then. -N.S.
Hypothesis V. The occupation of each spouse's own 
father will not be significantly related to the geographic 
distance between them. -N.S.
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Hypothesis VI. The occupation of each spouse's own 
father will not be significantly related to the interaction 
frequency between them.
Sub Hypothesis 1: The occupation of each spouse's
own father will not be significantly related to the fre­
quency of visitation between them. -N.S.
Sub Hypothesis 2: The occupation of each spouse's
own father will not be significantly related to the fre­
quency with which letters are exchanged between them. -N.S.
Sub Hypothesis 3: The occupation of each spouse's
own father will not be significantly related to the fre­
quency with which telephone conversations take place between 
them, *
Hypothesis VII. The annual income of each spouse's 
own parents will not be significantly related to the geo­
graphic distance between them. -N.S.
Hypothesis VIII. The annual income of each spouse's 
own parents will not be significantly related to the inter­
action frequency between them.
Sub Hypothesis 1: The annual income of each spouse's
own parents will not be significantly related to the fre­
quency of visitation between them. -N.S.
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Sub Hypothesis 2; The annual income of each spouse's 
own parents will not be significantly related to the fre­
quency with which letters are exchanged between each spouse 
and his (her) own mother. -N.S.
Sub Hypothesis 3i The annual income of each spouse's 
own parents will not be significantly related to the fre­
quency with which letters are exchanged between each spouse 
and his (her) own father. -N.S.
Sub Hypothesis 4: The annual income of each spouse's
own parents will not be significantly related to the fre­
quency with which telephone conversations take place between 
each spouse and his (her) own father, -N.S.
Sub Hypothesis 5: The annual income of each spouse's
own parents will not be significantly related to the fre­
quency with which telephone conversations take place between 
each spouse and his (her) own mother, -N.S.
Hypothesis IX. The size of the town in which the 
parents of each spouse live will not be significantly re­
lated to the geographic distance between them. *
Hypothesis X. The size of the town in which the 
parents of each spouse live will not be significantly re­
lated to the interaction frequency between them.
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Sub Hypothesis li The size of the town In which 
the parents of each spouse live will not be significantly 
related to the frequency of visitation between them. *
Sub Hypothesis 2: The size of the town in which
the parents of each spouse live will not be significantly 
related to the frequency with which letters are exchanged 
between each spouse and his (her) own mother. *
Sub Hypothesis 3: The size of the town in which
the parents of each spouse live will not be significantly 
related to the frequency with which letters are exchanged 
between each spouse and his (her) own father. -N.S.
Sub Hypothesis 4: The size of the town in which the
parents of each spouse live will not be significantly 
related to the frequency with which telephone conversa­
tions take place between each spouse and his (her) own 
father. *
Sub Hypothesis 5: The size of the town in which the
parents of each spouse live will not be significantly related 
to the frequency with which telephone conversations take 
place between each spouse and his (her) own mother. -N.S.
APPENDIX B 
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Dear Married Student Family:
To complete the requirements for a doctorate in 
Sociology, I am conducting a study of interaction between 
married students and their relatives. This study has 
been approved by the Department of Sociology at 
Louisiana State University, Phone - (388-2580).
Your name was chosen by random procedures, 
however, there is no identifying mark on the attached 
questionnaire which will link it to you. Please do 
not write your name on the questionnaire, since I am 
interested only in information, not your identification.
This questionnaire will require only twenty 
minutes of your time. Almost all of the questions 
require only that you place a check in the appropriate 
box, and none of the questions are in an area which 
could be reasonably regarded as objectionable or 
"sensitive."
Please read every question and every possible
answer.
In order to complete the requirements for my 
degree, this study must be successfully completed, 
and without your help this study will not be successful.
Sincerely,
Ashley Threlkeld
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QUESTIONNAIRE
PLACE A CHECK MARK IN THE APPROPRIATE SPACE FOR EACH QUESTION, 
UNLESS INSTRUCTED OTHERWISE.
1. SEX: Male________  Female_________
]. If female are you employed outside the home: Yes___ No 
3. Do you have any children: Yes  No____
If yes, how many: One  Two  More than two_________
4. Are your parents still living:
_____ Yes  Father only is alive
Mother only is alive  Neither parent is
alive
5. If both parents are alive, do they live together:
Yes No.
6. What is (was) your father's occupation:
 Professional (physician, lawyer, engineer, scientist,
teacher, minister)
 Proprietor, Manager (fanner, wholesale and retail
dealer)
 Clerical worker (office work, etc.)
_____ Skilled worker (mechanic, welder, truck driver, etc.).
_____ Unskilled worker (farm or non farm laborer, servant
class)
7. What is your parent(s) Annual Income:
Less than $1,000. ______ 10,000. - 15,000.
______ 1,000. - 3,000.____________ ______ 15,000. - 20.000.
3,000. - 5,000. Over 20,000.
______ 5,000. - 10,000.
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8 What is your religion:
________ Protestant
Catholic
No Religious affiliation 
other (Specify) _________
Jewish
9. What is your parent(s) religion:
_______Protestant No Religious affiliation
(Specify)__________Catholic
Jewish
Other
Note: If the answer to question No.5 was NO, answer the
following questions about parent with whom you have 
the most contact.
Note: Approximate the best you can.
10. What is the population of the town in which your
parent(s) live?
50,000 and over ____  _2,500 - 9,999
________ 10,000 - 49,999 __________ below 2,500
1 1 .  At this t i m e ,  how many miles separate you from your
parent (s) residence:
  Live in same town or area ______ 350-400 miles
2 5-50 miles 400-500 miles
50-100 miles 500-600 miles
  100-150 miles________________ ______600-700 miles
  150-200 miles________________ ______
  200-250 miles ______
  250-300 miles________________ ______ greater than
300-350 miles 1,500 miles
700-1,000 miles 
1,000-1,500 miles
12. How often do you and your spouse visit with your parent(s)?
never
less than once a year 
once a year
_several times a year 
once a month or more 
once a week or more
13.
Note;
How many brothers and sisters do you have: 
Brother(s) ____ Sister(s)____
If you have more than one brother or sister, answer the 
following questions with regard to the one with whom 
you have the most contact.
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14. How far does your brother (sister) live from your 
present residence at LSUt
live in same town or area 
25-50 miles 
*50-100 miles 
*100-150 miles 
*150-200 miles 
200-250 miles 
*250-300 miles 
*300-350 miles
350-400 miles 
400-500 miles 
*500-600 miles 
*600-700 miles 
*700-1,000 miles 
1,000-1,500 miles 
greater than 1,500 
miles
15. How often do you visit with your brother (sister):
_____ never ___several times a year
 less than once a year ___once a month or more
 once a year once a week or more
Note: Please check the appropriate space for the relative
or relatives with whom you have the most contact.
16. How far do each of the following live from your present
residence at LSU: 
Aunt(s) Uncle(s)
same town 
5-25 miles 
100-500 miles 
*500-1,000 miles 
more than 1,000 
miles
same town 
5-25 miles 
*100-500 miles 
*500-1,000 miles 
more than 1,000 
miles
Cousin(s) 
same town 
5-25 miles 
*100-500 miles 
*500-1,000 miles 
more than 1,000 
miles
17.
18.
19.
How often do you visit with your aunt(s):
 never  several times a year
once a month or more 
once a week or more
_less than once a year 
once a year
How often do you visit with your uncle(s):
 never___________________________ _____ several times a year
 once a month or more
once a week or more
less than once a year 
once a year
How often do you visit with your cousin(s):
 never _____ several times a year
 less them once a year  once a month or more
 once a year once a week or more
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20.
21 .
22 .
23.
24.
25.
How often do you write or receive letters from your 
mother:
 never___________________________ several times a year
 only on special occasions once a month or more
 once a year________________ ____once a week or more
How often do you write or receive letters from your 
father:
 never___________________________ several times a year
 only on special occasions  once a month or more
 once a year________________ ____once a week or more
How often do you write or receive letters from brother(s) 
and sister(s):
 never  several times a year
only on special occasions once a month or more
once a year  once a week or more
How often do you write or receive letters from aunt(s): 
uncle(s) or cousin(s):
 never___________________________ several times a year
 only on special occasions  once a month or more
 once a year once a week or more
How often do you talk over the phone with your father:
 never ____ several times a year
 only on special occasions
{or emergencies) ____once a month or more
once a year ____ once a week or more
How often do you talk over the phone with your father-in- 
law:
 never____________________________ several times a year
 only on special occasions
(or emergencies) once a month or more
once a year once a week or more
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26. How often do you talk over the phone with your mother:
 never ____ several times a year
 only on special occasions  once a month or more
(or emergencies) ____ once a week or more
 once a year
27. How often do you talk over the phone with your mother- 
in-law:
 never ____ several times a year
_____ only on special occasions  once a month or more
(or emergencies) ____once a week or more
 once a year
28. How often do you talk over the phone with your brother(s) 
or sister(s):
 never________________________ _____ several times a year
 only on special occasions  once a month or more
(or emergencies)____________ _____ once a week or more
 once a year
29. How often do you talk over the phone with aunt(s), 
uncle(s) and cousin(s):
_____ never_____________________________ several times a year
_____ only on special occasions ______ once a month or more
(or emergencies) ______ once a week or more
 once a year
Note: For the following question use the appropriate number:
1-never; 2-several times a year; 3-once a month or more; 
4-once a week or more.
30. Since you have been a married student how often have you 
received (or given) the following in relationship to your 
parent(s):
 advice on a decision child care
 jgifts_________________________ _____ help during childbirth
help in the home_____________ _____ help in finding a job
help during sickness Other
(Specify)
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31. Since you have been a married student, how often have 
you received financial aid (of any amount) from your 
parents:
______ never  frequently
______ occasionally  constantly
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